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The purpose of this study was to compare the acceptancy
of three competency-based teacher education modules by
field-dependent-independent Nebraska home economics cooperating. teachers in a group setting and in an independent learning environment.
The study explored three major questions:
1.

Is there a difference in the satisfaction level of

field-dependent and field-independent home economics cooperating teachers in specified competency-based teacher education
modules?
2.

Is there a difference in the achievement level of

field-dependent and field-independent home economics
cooperating teachers in terms of satisfactory completion of
the learning activities included in specified competency-based

I

teacher education modules?
3.

Will field-dependent home economics cooperating

teachers react more favorably than field-independent home

economics cooperating teachers in terms of satisfaction and
achievement levels towards competency-based teacher education modules utilized in an independent setting rather than
a group setting?
The Group Embedded Figures Test was administered to
twenty-four subjects during a workshop to measure fielddependence-independence.

The instructional treatment utilized

three modules produced by The Center for Vocational Education
at The Ohio state University.

Two modules dealing with super-

visory competencies were used in the workshop setting and one
module relating to instructional skills was used in an independent setting following the workshop.
The subjects completed a Satisfaction Scale and a Personal Progress Record following the workshop and after
finishing the modules in an independent setting.

These were

used as measures of satisfaction and achievement.
The satisfaction Scale was comprised of criterion responses across :five variables:

"Help received from Module

1-7," "Help received from Module 1-8," "Efficiency," "Effectiveness," and "satisfaction."

Total scores were analyzed and

mean scores and standard deviations were calculated to compare field-dependence-independence on the five variables.
The results of the study showed that:
1.

The subjects tended to be a homogeneous group with

the Group Embedded Figures Test scores clustering towards the
field-independent end of the continuum.

·2.

The mean scores on the first two sections of the

satisfaction Scale were higher for the field-dependent than
for the field-independent subjects on each of the five variables.

The one-way multivariate analysis of variance F ratio

iI).dicat.ed no significant difference at the 0.05 level.

3.

Personal Progress Records following the group set-

'ting, indicated a larger percentage of the field-dependent
than field independent teachers worked through the learning
experiences whereas more field-independent than field-dependent
subjects tested out the learning experiences in one module.
Results for the other module indicated that the majority of
both the field-dependent and field-independent subjects chose
to either work through or test out of the learning experience
as opposed to skipping them.

4.

Ten (five field-dependent and five field-independent)

of the twenty-four subjects returned the instruments accompanying the module which was to be completed in an independent
setting.
The major conclusions from this study were:
1.

The field-dependent subjects showed a stronger pref-

erence than did the field-independent subjects for the modules
utilized in the group setting.

-

Both groups reported more

satisfaction than dissatisfaction with the two modules and
indicated the modules were more efficient than satisfying.
2.

There \1aS no evidence of a relationship between cog-

nitive style and preference for an independent learning
environment.
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CRAPl'ER 1
INTRODUCTION
statement of the Problem
The need for continuous teacher education has been a
concern to educators for some time.

Of particular importance

is the education of cooperating teachers because of their
vital role in the preparation of student teachers.

The fact

that the cooperating teacher is the single most important
factor in determining the teaching behavior of the pre-service
teacher is well established (Tittle,

1974).

Recently, considerable attention has been devoted to
competency-based teacher education at the inservice as well
as the pre-service level.

However, the contribution that

instructional modules can make to inservice education for
cooperating teachers has been explored to a very limited
extent.

Little or no research has been conducted pertaining

to the use of instructional modules in different learning
environments or by individuals with different cognitive
styles.
The questions this study seeks to answer are whether
competency-based teacher education modules can be used
effectively in inservice education for home economics cooperating teachers in Nebraska and whether an individual's
cognitive style has a relationship to the acceptance of
competency-based modules.
1

2

Purpose of the ,_;tudy
The broad purpose of this study was to compare the
acceptancy of selected inservice

trainin~

approaches by

field-dependent-independent home economics cooperating
teachers.

Specifically, this study compared the acceptancy

of three competency-based teacher education modules by
field-dependent-independent home economics cooperating
teachers in a group setting and in an independent learning
environment.

Research ''t,uestions
The specific questions answered from data were:
1.

Is there a difference in the satisfaction level of

field-dependent and field-independent home economics
cooperating teachers in specified competency-based teacher
education modules?
2.

Is there a difference in the achievement level of

field-dependent and field-independent home economics cooperating teachers in terms of satisfactory completion of the
learning activities included in specified competency-based
teacher education modules?
3.

Will field-dependent home economics cooperating

teachers react more favorably than field-independent home
economics cooperating teachers in terms of satisfaction and

3
achievement levels towards competency-based teacher education modules utilized in an independent setting rather than
a group setting?
Definitions of Terms
The following terms are considered to have special
importance to this study.
Acceptancy:

for the purpose of this study, acceptancy is

defined in terms of (a) achievement, which will be measured
by satisfactory completion of the learning activities
included in the modules and (b) satisfaction, as measured by
stated opinions of the subjects in reference to the treatment.
COgnitive style:

the manner in which an individual collects

and organizes information into useful knowledge.

Messick

(l,972 ) has defined cognitive styles as information processing habits which represent the learner's typical mode of
Perqeiving, thinking, problem-solving, and remembering.
Competency-based Education:

According to Schmieder (1973),

qompetenqy-based eduqation is a system of education which
places high emphasis on the specification, learning, and
demonstration of those competencies which are of central
importance to the effective practicing of a given profession
or ,career.
Competency-based Instruction:

As defined by Houston and

Howsam (1972), competency-based instruction is a simple,
straightforward concept with the following central

4
characteristics:

(a) specification of learner objectives

in behavioral terms; (b) specification of the means for
determining whether performance meets the indicated criterion
levels; (c) provision for one or more modes of instruction
p~rtinent

to the objectives, through which the learning

activities may take place; (d) public sharing of the
objectives, criteria, means of assessment, and alternative
activities; (e) assessment of the learning experience in
terms of competency criteria; and (f) placement on the
l'earner of the accountability for meeting the criteria.
, Other concerns and procedures--such as modularized packaging,
,the systems approach, educational technology, and guidance
and management support--are employed as means in implementing
the competency-based commitment.
Competency-based Teacher Education:

Because of the wide

variation in definitions relating to competency-based teacher
education. the following definition by Elam (1972) is used

for

the purpose of this study:

A teacher education program

is competency-based if the competencies to be demonstrated
by the student are derived from explicit conceptions of
teacher roles, stated so as to make possible assessment of
a student's behavior in -relation to specific competencies,
.
and made public in advance.
?ooperating Teacher:

One who teaches children or youth and

who'alsQ supervises student teaching and/or professional
experiences.

The term ''supervising teacher'is used inter-

changeably throughout this study.

5
Co'"'nitive st le:

~~~~~~~~~~~==

'l'he inability to

analyze and differentiate components of the Gtimulu:.>.
Witkin (1973) describes tile field-dependent or Global person
as an individual who, in perception, is unable to keep an
item separate from its surrounding field.

He further

describes the field-dependent person as one likely in social
situations to use the prevailing social frame of reference to
define his/her attitudes, his/her beliefs, his/her feelings,
and even his/her self-view from moment to moment.
Field_independent (Analytic) Cognitive styl.e:

The ability

to analyze and differentiate the components of the stimulus
complex.

As defined by Witkin et a1. (1962) field-

independence is a style of functioning represented in both
the percaptual and intellectual behavior of an individual
which involves the ready ability to overcome an embedding
content and to experience items as discrete from the field in
which they are contained.

The field-independent or analytic

person is able to deploy attention selectively towards those
aspects of the field that are task related and ignore those
aspects that are irrelevant.
Individualized Instruction:

A process which involves

adapting instructional procedures to fit each student's
individualized needs so as to maximize his/her learning
environment.
Inservice Education:

Activities in which teachers engage

after entering the profession for the purpose of improving
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the quality of their performance and, ultimately, their
program.
Instructional Modules:

As defined by Fardig, Norton, and

Hamilton (1975), an instructional module is a set a learning
experiences designed to facilitate the learner's acquisition
and demonstration of a particular competency or particular
competencies in the form of a terminal objective.
Pre-service Education:

Education prior to entering the

teaching field; college preparation and/or work experience
directly related to the teaching area.
Teacher Educator:

An

individual faculty member in a

university/college program approved to teach professional
education courses at the pre-service and/or inservice 1evel/s.
University Supervisor:

The university/college representative

who is responsible for supervising a student teacher or a
group of student teachers.
Vocational Education:

Education designed to provide the

learner with skills, attitudes, and work habits needed by
workers to enter and make progress in an occupation of his/
her choice.

It includes six service areas:

agricultural

education, distributive education, health occupations
education, home economics education, business and office
education, and trade and industry.
Limitations
The following are considered limitations to the
genera1izabi1ity of this study.

7

subjects
This study was limited to home economics cooperating
teachers in the state of Nebraska.

Because of the subjects I

homogeneity, the results of this study are generalizable
only to subjects with similar education and cultural background ~nci vocational goals.
Instructional Treatment
Qompetency-based teacher education modules were selected
as the instructional treatment of interest in this study
becau[le of the mounting interest in, and expanded use of,
thi[l instructional mode in vocational education.
Research efforts revealed few forms of competency-based
modll l e S for preparing cooperating teachers.

Because of the

ava!fability and strong research base, modules were selected
fro,m the set of Competency-Based Vocational Teacher Education
M0<1llfes produced by The Center For Vocational Education at
The Ohio state University in Columbus.

Two of the modules

rela.ted to the supervisory component of student teaching;
the either one dealt with the instructional component.
While the content of the modules used in this study
was relevant to the competencies required of a cooperating
. teacher, the content itself influenced the satisfaction and
achievement levels of the subjects.
Cognitive Style Variable
Field-dependence-independence was the cognitive style

8
dimension selected as the variable of interest in this study
bec.ause, according to Witkin (1975), "Among the cognitive
styles identified to date, the field-dependence-independence
dimension has been the most extensively studied and has had
the widest application to educational problems" (p. 72 ).
other cognitive styles described in the literature are
ieyeling-sharpening, constricted-flexible, reflectiveimpulsive, scanning and breadth of categorizine; (Messick,
1972).

In addition, a number of applied models of cognitive

stYles such as HillIs Cognitive Mapping technique and
Canfieldls Learning Styles Inventory instrument have recently
been created.

Witkin (1973) and Cross (1976) note, however,

that these styles and applied models have not been investigated as extensively as the field-dependence-independence
dimension and most have not yet been examined in their
implications for educational problems.
Evidence resulting from the use of this cognitive style
dimension may not pertain to studies in which another
dimension was the variable of interest.
Significance of the Study
Research indicates -that many student teaching experiences
are lacking in quality and quantity of supervision on the
part of both the university supervisor of student teaching and
the cooperating teacher in the classroom.

The trend of

teacher education institutions to decrease the responsibilities
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of the university supervisor places increased importance on
the role of the cooperating teacher.

Oestreich (197 4)

states:
• • • often the assumption is made that the classroom
teacher judged to be very effective with children is
equally effective in assisting the professional growth
and development of a student tcacher. While the
skills and competencies required for effective teaching of children may be related to those required for·
the professional growth of a student teacher, the
two categories are not necessarily synonymous.
In addition, the increased need for more specific
knowledge of teaching and learning processes demanded by
competency-based programs requires that cooperating teachers
be both current and highly knowledgeable in effective
teaching processes.
In the past, if cooperating teachers received preparation for their supervisory responsibility, it was mainly
through traditional graduate level inservice courses, held
on-campus based upon advanced degree requirements rather
than upon improving the teacher's ability to plan, to provide instruction, and to assess the teaching and learning
occurring in classroom and laboratories.

The trend now is

toward other kinds of inservice education such as short
one- or two-day workshops with sessions held in the evening
and/or week-ends at off-campus locations.

This is, in part,

due to various forces impacting on the schools in such a
way that some of the traditional methods of providing
inservice education for teachers have been blocked.

For
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instance, current school district regulations usually require
that a certified teacher

hltl

in the classroom at all times,

even though a student teacher may be in attendance.

In

a.ddition, teachers' unions tend to influence the kind of
time that classroom teachers can give to inservice workshops.
This changing situation, coupled with the rising costs of
educational programs, requires a different kind of delivery
Systeln for inservice education.
Current literature refers to utilization of many forms
of individualized instruction as a part of teacher education
p'rograms, especially those at the pre-service level.

However,

,in providing inservice education for cooperating teachers,
few efforts have been made by universities to utilize indi'vidualized instruction.

Reported success in using indi-

vidualized instruction in the training of beginning teachers
wOuld seem to suggest its use in training supervising teachers
a.s well (stewart, 1974).
<

Currently there are indications that a number of
Vocational teacher institutions are designing and implementing
Competency-Based Teacher Education (CBTE) programs at the
pre-service and inservice levels.

One of the many desirable

characteristics of Competency-Based Teacher Education
programs is the utilization of instructional modules which
(!Contribute to individualization and personalization of
instruction.

Self-contained, the complete instructional

packet, if structurally sound, can enable persons such as
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cooperating teachers to further develop essential supervision
competencies or update existing competencies (stewart, 1974).
However, research indicates that some learners,
especially those who have become accustomed to traditional
systems of education, may have difficulty in adjusting to the
greater freedom and responsibilities of individualized
instruction.

Cross (1976) suggests that there area large

number of learners at all levels of our educational institutions who, because of their cognitive style, require structure
and organization to guide their learning efforts.

For these

individuals, self-paced learning modules are extremely
d.ifficult and frustrating.
The possible rejection of self-paced modules utilized
in an unstructured situation was a concern of Maehr (1976),
in studying an educational outcome which he terms "continuing
motivation."

This outcome 1"s defined as the tendency to

return to and continue working on tasks away from the
instructional context in which they were initially confronted.
Maehr states:
Continuing motivation is critical for at least two
reasons: (1) As societies become increasingly
complex, education must be a continuing thing--not
something that is confined exclusively to one
institution such as-school. (2) The end-of-term
achievement sought after is quite probably
significantly affected by the degree to which the
student chooses to reconfront the school task
outside of the school context.
While making initial plans for this study relating to
the acceptancy of competency-based modules by cooperating
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teachers, conferences were held with several Nebraska home
econol)1ics teacher educators who were in positions to make
decisions for state-wide vocational home economics programs.
These individuals agreed that results of previous surveys
indicated that the home economics cooperating teachers
throughout the state need and want their supervisory and
instructional skills updated and strengthened.

In addition,

ifloerest was shown on the part of the teacher educators in
utilizing a form of independent study/individualized
instrUction, such as competency-based modules as the instructional treatment for updating and strenGthening the supervisory competencies of the cooperating teachers.
Procedure
,

The following procedures were used to complete this
study:
1.

A comprehensive review of literature and related

. research was conducted.

Particular attention was focused on

the field-dependent-independent dimension of cognitive
"tyles, competency-based teacher education modules, and the
relationship of cognitive styles to independent study.
2.

Decisions were

~btained

from a jury composed of

two Nebraska home economics teacher educators and a home
economics consultant from the Nebraska state Department of
Edu.cation regarding the follOWing concerns:

13
a.

The dates and specific length of time for the
worl~shop.

3.

b.

The location of the

c.

The specific modules to be used.

worl~shop.

A workshop, which was approximately three hours in

lengt]j, was held on August 16, 1977, for home economics
cooperating teachers in Nebraska.

special funding from the

state Department of Education, Vocational Division, was
secured to cover the cost of materials.

4.

The August 16, 1977, workshop was directed as

follows;
a.

The Group Embedded Figures Test, which
measured the level of field-dependenceindependence, was administered to 58 Nebraska
home economics cooperating teachers.

Possible

scores on the GEFT range from 0-18.

A subject

whose score fell in the lowest quartile was
considered most field-dependent, while a
subject whose score fell in the upper quartile
was considered most field-independent.

For

the purposes of this study, twelve of the
subjects were classified as field-dependent;
twelve as field-independent.
b.

The instructional treatment, which consisted of
two competency-based teacher education modules
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utilized in a group setting, was administered
to the subjects.

They were asked to work through

all learning experiences in both modules with the
exception of the final experience which rcquired
actual classroom activity.
c.

A satisfaction Scale and a Personal Progress
Record, which were used to determine the level of
acceptancy, were administered to each subject at
the end of the three-hour period of time.

The

Satisfaction Scale measured opinions of the subjects in reference to the treatment.

The Personal

Progress Record determined, for each learning
experience, whether the subject (a) worked
through the learning experience, (b) skipped the
learning experience, or (c) tested out of the
learning experience.
d.The subjects were given an additional module relating to an instructional skill just prior to
their leaving the workshop.

The subjects were

requested to work on this module independently
at home and/or school and complete it by
October 1,

~977.

Included in the packet with the

module was a satisfaction Scale and a Personal
Progress Record which were to be returned and were
utilized to determine the level of acceptancy.
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Organization of the study
Chapter 1 included the statement of the problem,
purpose, research questions, definitions, limitations,
significance of the study, and procedure.
The remainder of the study is organized as follows:
Chapter 2 SlJllllllarizes the related literature selected
for this study.
Chapter 3 provides a description of the design and
procedures of the study.
Chapter 4 presents the data and results of the study.
Chapter 5 summarizes the findings and presents conclusions which have been drawn and recomfnendations based upon
the findings of the study.

CHAITER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
This chapter is organized in three sections to review
the literature pertinent to the major questions of the study:
(1) competency-based teacher education, (2) cognitive style,
and (3) the relationship of cognitive styles to independent
study_
Competency-Based Teacher Education
Although the theory of competency-based education has
been available for years, the
come until the late 1960 I s.

actu~l

push for it did not

Spurred on by increasing demands

for accountability, relevance, and cost-effective schooling,
the movement has recently gained momentum as various colleges
and universities have attempted to operationalize competencybased teacher education programs.

The movement has also

spread to other areas of education including pre-college
programs, vocational job training and other professions.

In

addi.tion, it has been employed as a way to insure minimum levels
of achievement by highschool graduates, as a process for
certifying and re-certifying teachers, and in a myriad of
other ways (Houston and Warner, 1977).

Thus, competency-based

edu.cation is really a procedure which is flexible and
adaptable to various educational structures.
Competency-based teacher education (CBTE) is also known
by some as performance-based teacher education (PBTE).

These
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termS are us,ed interchangeably or combined, as in C/PBTE.
c:mpetency:;-based education (CBE) and performance-based
education (PBE) may also refer to the education of teachers.
'"

'",--

,

"

Because of the wide variation in definitions relating
to competency-based education, the following definition by
'>'c««',

schmieder (1973) will be used for the purpose of this study:
"competercy-based education is a system of education which
places

1l.,i~h

emphasis on the specification, learning, and

demonstration of those competencies which are of central
importance to the effective practiCing of a given profession
or career."
Extensiveness of the CBTE Movement.

The actual extent to

which CBTE is being implemented is not known, but judging
from the large number of conference programs, workshops,
seminars) and current publications, the movement is extensive
and grQW:ing.

According to Hertzberg:

The mechanism for getting these programs adopted
is the revision of state certification requirements to mandate or encourage CBTE, a practice
which began in 1970. It was the linking of CBTE
with state certification for teaching in the public
schools that elevated the movement from an experiIhent to a position of considerable power in a
,number of states.
~indings

from a survey conducted by Pittman (1975)

indicate, that during the past five years every state has
studied competency-based certification.

Twenty-six states

have revised their teacher education and certification
standards, with all revisions resulting in "approved program
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<ir,n,,'na.ct],es. " Of the 29 states utilizing the approved program
approach, 17 either have developed separate CBTE standards
encouraging CBE program development through the approgram approach.

Twenty-three states have produced

documents which specifically address either competency-based
~.l.<J'.."

or competency-based certification.

In addition to the concern about and support for CBTE
expresse9'i by various states and teacher education institutions, lnany professional groups have been supportive of the
CBTE

mo\t~ment.

Among these are the American Association of

Colleges. for Teacher Education, The National Consortium on
Performance-Based Education, The Multi-states Consortium on
Performance-Based Teacher Education, The National Consortium
qf CBB Centers, National Competency-Based Education Centers,

The southern Consortium, the National Center for the Improvement o:f:t;E:ducational systems/Teacher Corps and the American
Vocational Association.

These groups, as well as others,

have fOGused on facilitating growth of the CB'rE movement and
are accomplishing this in a variety of ways (Finch and
Hamil top.;, 1975).
HWever, Rosner and Kay (1974) point out that the lack
of agreement on the critical dimensions of CBTE lead them to
believe reports on the extent of implementation are actually
a function of whichever aspects of the definition seem to
be in ttle. mind of reporters and the problem of definition
is confounding realistic assessments of the spread of the
movement.·
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Advantages and Characteristics of CBTE.

The literature

contains long lists of advantaGes of competency-based teacher
education programs.

Those identified most frequently

include the following:
/ 1.

The emphasis i:; on field centered instruction where

the student applies previously learned principles in an
actual school setting (Hosner and Kay, 1974; Hamilton and
Finch, 1975).
2.

Instructional objectives are based on the required

and"9ptimal behaviors of practicing professionals (Houston
and Brown, 1975).

3.

CBTE offers the promise of accountability by break-

ing teaching into discrete, specific "competencies," or
tea'cher behaviors, which can be objectively observed or
measured.

The emphasis is on demonstrated product or output.

Both competencie;3 and the criteria for measuring these
competencies should be made explicit and public (Elam, 1971;
Rosner and Kay, 1974; Houston and vJarner, 1977) •

4.

The student's rate of progress through the program

is determined by demonstrated competencies rather than by
time or course completion.

This enables students to proceed

through a program involving corrective feedback at their own
];)~rt:i.cular

rates, based upon their individual abilities, and

thus master specified competencies in a shorter (or longer)
time period (Elam 1971; Looney and Finch, 19TT; Hertzberg,

1977).
5.

The teacher educator, instead of serving as a
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disseminator of infOrlllation, becomes a manae;er, resource
person, and guide.

The student becomes more responsible to

himself/herself since he/she may proceed at his/her own rate
and must foc\J.s on mastery instead of course grades (Finch
and Hamilton, 1975).

6,.,' The CBTE curriculum is highly integrated and unified.,O'Hanlon (1974) mentions that instead of' a series of
discrete courses, as exists in most conventional teacher
education programs, competency-based programs usually produce
a high degree of relationship among the learning activities
provided students.
'[i.

The development of a CBTE program demands a

colle~tive

undertaking of classroom teachers, school ad-

ministrators, teacher educators, community representatives,
a.rid students.

According to Rosner and Kay (1974), this is

bound. to have an inunediate outcome of developing stronger
relationships among all constituencies of the professional
education community.

8.

Generally, teacher education students are likely

to express greater satisfaction with CBTE programs than
thos.e pursuing non-CBTE programs although there is little
empirical research to sUbstantiate this (Rosner and Kay,
1974).

-

The results of a recent survey (Flowers and 3hearron,

1977) of first-year teachers, some prepared in a CBTE
program and others in a non-CBTE program, indicated that
the CBTE graduates showed superiority in "personal
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development."

In other words, the CJ3TE gradutes were

markedly more satisfied with their ability to work with
people.

9.

Because of the specific objectives and the support-

ing instructional program, CBTE provides a viable base for
research in teacher education (Houson and Brown, 1975).
Several additional elements are related and desirable
characteristics of CBTE programs.

These include:

(1) the

instruction is individualized and personalized; (2) the
learning experiences of the individual is guided by feedback; (3) the proeram as a whole is systematic; (4) the
empha3is is on exit, not on entrance requirements; and (5)
the instruction is modularized.
Criticisms of CBTE.

The criticism of CBTE focuses on the

five major and related points listed below.

None of the

following criticisms are based on empirical research; rather
they are the opinions and feelings of several authors.
1.

CBTE oversimplifies teaching to a series of dis-

crete and measurable acts.

The critics feel this leaves

the teacher unprepared for inevitable change and discourages
innovation

(Houston and Warner, 1977; Adams and Shuman,

1975; Broudy, 1972).
2.

The identification of competencies by means of

conventional wisdom-consensus lacks a strong research base.
In addition, affective qualities such as empathy, openness,
flexibility, creativity, and perseverance are not included
in the program specifications (Houston and vJarner, 1977).
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3.

The mandating by the state government as the one

route to teacher certification is seen as an intrusion on
the academic freedom of teacher educators (Adams and
Shuman, 1975).

4.

Many teacher education programs are undergoing name

changes and instituting superficial modifications without
fullY implementing CBTE concepts.

Therefore, CBTE is not

the same from institution to institution (Rosner and Kay,
1974; Finch and Hamilton, 1975; Roth, 1977).

5.

Inadequate measurement instruments and procedures

are used to assess the competencies (Elam, 1972; Rosner and
Kay, 1974; Gentry, 1976).
Distinguishing Characteristics.

According to Looney and

Finch (1977), there are several aspects of competency-based
.instruction which distinguish it from traditional instruc. tion.

These include the nature of the competencies, criteria

used to assess the competencies, ways that student competence
·is assessed. student progress through the program, and the
program's instructional content.

Looney and Finch further

clarify the distinguishing characteristics between a
competency-based and a traditional program by means of a
comparison chart shown

i~

Figure 1 on the following page.

Figure I - Comparison of a Tradi,tional.!inda
Characteristics
1. Competencies to be

Compete~cy":Based

Traditional Program

l'roE?ram

Competency-Based Program

.derived from committee
consensus
.stated in general terms
• seldom made public

.derived from explicit
concepts of worker roles
.stated so that competence
may be assessed
.made public in advance

2. Criteria to be
employed in assessing
competencies are:

.based upon general
program objectives
.general in stating
mastery levels
• seldom made public

.based upon specified
competencies
.explicit in stating levels
of mastery under specified
conditions
.made public in advance

3. Assessment of the
student's competency:

.uses course grades as
evidence of competence
.may include performance
as well as knowledge
.may focus on objectivity

.uses performance as
evidence of competence
.takes student knowledge as it relates to performance into account
.strives for objectivity

4. Student rate of progress
through program is
determined by:

.time of course completion

.demonstrated competency

5. Instructional program
is intended to:

.facilitate student
achievement of certain
general program
objectives

.facilitate development and
evaluation of student
achievement of specified
competencies

demonstrated by the
student are:

I\)

lJ.)

Source:

Looney, Era F., and Finch, Curtis R. Implementing com1etencY-Based
Instruction in Vocational Education. Blacksburg,SVIrg nIa: VIrgInia
Polytechnic Institute and State University, February, 1977.
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Compared with the emphasis on cognition in conventional
programs, CBE programs place primary emphasis on performance
and consequent objectives.

The assumption is made that it

is more important for a teacher to be able to teach and to
bring about change in others than simply to know about
teaching.
Andreyka (1976) summarizes the approach of CBTE
programs as opposed to traditional course-oriented
approaches:
1.

Teacher training programs are built entirely upon

tj1e actual professional needs of teachers, rather than
'unrelated theory and other informational aspects.
'{~

"

2.

Instructional programs meet the individual needs

Qf teachers.

3.

Evaluation devices and procedures focus on what

the teacher can do rather than what the teacher knows.
Identification of Competencies.

When a CBTE program is

being developed, a primary concern is with the identification
of competencies.

Because the identification of competencies

provides the basis for programs, it is important that this
process proceeds in as careful a manner as possible and not
be done haphazardly.

Rosner and Kay (1974) suggest:

The current proliferation of lists of competency
statements is appalling. Too few programs have
proceeded with sufficient care to identify competencies which derive from clearly delineated
conceptual frameworks about teaching, available
research, the demands of specific public school
curricula and goals, the experience of the profession, and social science theory.
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Th~re

exist a number of different approaches that have

been advocated by various educators for identifying the
competencies required for a given role (Houson, 1972).

All

approa.ches include some type of role or task analysis,
review of research related to role functions, and an
analysis of literature advocating new functions for the role.
It may be desired that a priority set of competencies
associated with beginning teaching be identified from a
mast~r

list.

Several states have made use of .the 384 per-

formance elements identified in The center For Vocational
Education research to establish particular priorities for
vocational teacher education (Cotrell et al., 1972).
Because competencies identify a conceptual frame for
the profession, the use of workshops on a national level
for
identifying competencies within a given subject matter
,"-.',
area appears to be an effective method of developing a unified base from which educators on the state and local level
c~p

proceed.

In addition, competencies which have a broad

!lUpport base within the profession can serve the following
~unctions

",."

(National
Working Clinic on Home Economics
-

Content and Performance Criteria, 1977):
1.

As a resource for teacher educators to use in

planning the home economics component in the home economics
teacher preparation curriculum.
2.

As a resource for communicating with the subject

26
matter specialists as to the competencies expected for home
economics teachers in each of their respective areas.
3.

As a communication to school boards, school

adWinistrators, parents, and other interested groups which
describes the levels of knowledge and competencies of home
economics teachers.
D~iivery Systems for Competency-Based Teacher Education.

Current indications are that a number of vocational teacher
education institutions are designing and implementing CBTE
programs.

The instructional materials being used to actualize

these programs are generally a series of modules and
supporting mediation e.g., videotapes, films, reference
materials.

The modular approach enables CBTE programs to

be more flexible in meeting the needs of students and providing self-paced instruction (Finch and Hamilton, 1975).
The Center For Vocational Education at The Ohio State
University developed over one hundred Professional Vocational
Teacher Education Modules, based upon the 384 vocational
teacher professional performance elements identified through
prior research at the Center.

According to Gorman and

Hamilton (1975):
Several features of these performance-based
curricular materials enhance their potential for
use in designing programs especially suited to
meeting the wide variety of inservice needs among
vocational teachers. The instructional mode of
the learning experiences allows that individual
or group instruction to be used. Objectives of
the module focus on one or more competencies
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verified as important for successful vocational
teachers. Each module culminates with an evaluation of the teacher demonstrating the specified
competence in an actual teaching situation.
other available modules being utilized by various
institutions involved in vocational teacher education include
.Pbp-kits from Illinois state University and Competency-Based
Administrator Educator Modules for Virginia Polytechnic
Institute and state University.

It is vitally important

that the modules be developed in a systematic manner so they
are based on validated competencies needed by vocational
teachers in all service areas.
Various methods can be used for implementing the
modules.

Basically, the method is the prerogative of the

individual teacher educator.

Some teacher educators are

managing their classes on an individualized basis using
modules; others are combining the individualized approach
with large group class meetings for discussion and interactioh.
Bell and Cummings (1976) report that two strategies
for implementing a competency-based course in home economics
education were compared.

Sixty-three senior students were

alternately assigned to a teacher-directed or student-directed
class for attainment

of~pecified

competencies.

Modules

were used in the student-directed class and as the basis for
instruction in the teacher-directed class.

Findings

revealed the implementation of the two approaches to a
competency-based course were almost identical in their
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influence on student achievement.

The results of this study

are encouraging for trying various approaches to CBTE.
Fardig, Norton, and Hamilton (1975) point out several
ways that the Professional Vocational Teacher Education
Modules can be used:
1.

The Blending Approach

In this approach, instructional modules are incorporated
into existing teacher education courses.

The modules may be

chosen so as to form entire units within the course or may
be used for individual assignments of discrete tasks.

This

approach may tend to dilute the content and effectiveness of
the modules if they are used simply as reading assignments
or optional activities in a traditional group-instruction
course.
2.

Course substitution of Course Translation

This involves one or more courses in the professional
sequence being converted into learning experiences contained
within a series of modules,

Even though this approach may

not give the participants the full benefit of the CBTE
approach, it may be the only option possible if resources
are limited and faculty acceptance is not complete.

3.

Alternate Parallel Program

An alternate CBTE program could be operated, usually
on a smaller scale, alongside the traditional program,
sharing facilities and resources.

Although this may be a

costly program, it is a desirable approach because the
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can tryout the CBTE program and incorporate
the desired elements.

4.

occupational Service Area Program

One of the vocational service areas could implement
the program.

This would allow the institution to tryout

the'program on a smaller, more manageable scale.

5.

Inservice Teacher Education

Implementation of teacher education modules in
inservice programs requires less program reorganization than
in pre-service programs.

Actual classroom situations for

practicing and demonstrating competencies are readily
available.

There are no constraints on time, and the compli-

cation of awarding academic credit may not be involved.
Prol:;lems in Administration or Management of a CBTE System.
'rl'~e

administration of CBTE is different from that of tradi-

tional instruction in several respects.

Increases occur in

teacher involvement at all levels, in responsibilities for
out-of-school instruction, and in student responsibilities.
Difficulties, even abuse of the system, may arise.
Because individualization is a component of a CBTE
program, heavy responsibilities may be placed on the student
for self-direction,

self~discipline.

and knowing when and

how to take advantage of the services of the resource
persons.

At times the modules may be rejected by the

stUdents simply because of the amount of reading that is
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required.

An increasing number of students are not prone

to read and are not interested in inquiry; instead they
prefer to be told what to do and how to do it.
If the student is not able to work independently, the
resource person may have to offer continual guidance,
encouragement, and support.

Houston and Howsam (1972)

further note:
Most college faculty are inexperienced in these
new roles. Therefore, time must be provided
for faculty orientation and retraining. The
first problem is that many faculty require convincing that they need training. Even those
who enthusiastically embrace the conceptual
model for competency-based education often do
not know how to put the concepts into operation.
In addition, in order for the CBTE program to function
properly, adequate instructional support must be provided
(Finch and Hamilton, 1975).

This may take the form of

classroom space, audiovisual equipment, student records
system, resource centers, and similar items.
other managerial problems relate to the final assessment which must be completed in the actual classroom setting.
The resource person either must carefully inservice the
cooperating teacher or travel to the various settings.

In

addition, the official record-keeping procedures for the
students are time consuming and tedious.
Rosner and Kay (1974) summarize many of the administrative
problems by stating:
A necessity for CBTE implementation which is
barely off the drawing boards is the development
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of management systems to monitor the movement
of students through programs and to assure the
availability of instructional materials, evaluation procedures, and access to faculty when
and where these resources are needed by
students.
The Role of Cooperating Teachers in CBTE Programs.

CBTE

programs place a great deal of emphasis upon field-centered
instruction where the student applies principles learned
in an actual school setting.

Consequently, the role of the

cooperating teacher who works with student teachers in CBTE
programs is somewhat different than in traditional programs.
A search of related literature reveals, however, few
studies relating to the role of the cooperating teacher in
CBTE programs have been conducted.

Research which has been

completed supports cooperating teachers'having an expanded
role, which requires advanced training in supervisory skills.
In addition, this training must itself have the characteristics of competency-based education in order for the
cooperating teacher to have adequate knowledge of the
background experiences of the pre-service student.
Tirpak (1976) reinforces this idea by stating:
The current ideas in the theory and practice of
supervision in CBTE programs show a shift from
the conceptualization of the role of the supervising teacher from that of a model for the
pre service student to copy to a role of a
professional equal engaged in collaborating with
the students in improving his/her teaching
competency and in improving the teacher education program through their continuing evaluation
and improvement of performance. This change in
role concept of the supervisor necessitates new
knowledge, skills, and attitudes for the
classroom teachers.
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Elam (1971). Rosner, (1972), and Spanjer (1972) are
other sources of support for the idea that cooperating
teachers in CBTE programs need special help with supervisory
competencies.

Rosner (1972) identifies the college/

university teacher educator as the individual responsible
for preparing the cooperating teachers to guide

pre~service

students in achieving the goals of the CBTE program.
At the same time, it is clear in reviewing pertinent
literature relative to CBTE programs that little has been
written about preparing persons to assume the role as
cooperating teachers.

A. limited number of research stUdies

(Tirpak, 1976; Miller, 1971; stewart, 1974) have focused on
the utilization of instructional materials specifically
designed for cooperating teachers.
Tirpak (1976), who concentrated her efforts on
cooperating teachers that are part of a CBTE program,
developed eight modules to teach three competencies that
she identified as needed by cooperating teachers.

The

materials were found to be very useful to the field-test
population and increased the use of the three identified
competencies.

Moreover, the cooperating teachers felt

strongly positive about

r~ceiving

training specifically

deSigned for supervising student teachers.

Tirpak concluded

that cooperating teachers need training in supervisory
skills if CBTE programs are to succeed.
Two researchers. Miller (1971) and stewart (1974), have
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developed self-instructional modules suitable for inservice
education of home economics cooperating teachers.

Miller

developed independent study units for beginning cooperating
teachers that were not contingent on the teacher's presence
"on campus and were readily available to the cooperating
teacher at the specific time needed.

She then evaluated

the acceptability, efficiency, and effectiveness of these
units and the independent study approach to inservice
education for cooperating teachers.

It was assumed the

findings relative to beginning cooperating teachers would
have implications for the continuous education program for
experienced cooperating teachers.
The findings of the Miller study supported the feasibility of the self-instructional approach to
teacher education.

cooperatin~

This is sUbstantiated by results which

showed that after the beginning cooperating teachers used
the materials they:

(1) gained confidence in themselves as

supervisors, (2) became more skillful conferees, and (3) had
more positive attitudes towards the supervisory role.

The

teachers documented the acceptability of the independent
study units by giving them a high satisfaction rating.
The broad purpose of Stewart's study was to develop
modules which were competency-based and which could be
incorporated into supervision courses in home economics
education and/or be used by individual home economics
cooperating teachers to develop and/or update existing
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skills in guiding student teachers.

The findings from her

study coincided with those of Miller's in that the cooperating teachers showed a positive attitude toward the use of
the modules in both formal supervision courses and in independent study while on-the-job.
Cognitive .styles
1\

review of literature indicates that even though the

concept of cognitive styles has been introduced and
reintroduced in psychological literature during the pa:3t two
and a half decades it has not been widely applied to educational concerns until recently.

One of the leading

researchers in cognitive styles, Herman >,atkin, believes
there is a close link between cognitive styles and the
improvement of educational practices.

He states (1976):

Cognitive style is a potent variable affecting
a number of areas: the students' academic
choices and vocational preferences, the students'
continuing academic development, how students
learn and teachers teach, and how students and
teachers interact in the classroom.
Definition.

Each individual has characteristic IIstyles ll for

collecting and organizing information into useful knowledge.
Messick (1976) has defined cognitive styles as information
processing habits which l'epresent the learner's typical mode
of perceiving, thinking, problem-solving, and remembering.
According to Witkin et ale (1977), cognitive styles
refer to individual differences in how we perceive, think,
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solve problems, learn, and relate to others.

Thus,

cognitive styles are related to the form rather than the
content of cognitive activity.
Cross (1976) explains cognitive styles in the following
manner:
Some people do their best learning in
interaction with others, some in lone
study and contemplation. Some people
prefer to learn a skill by manipulating
concrete objects, some by watching, some
by listening, some by reading the manual
of instructions. Some people approach
learning tasks systematically and
methodically; others are more intuitive
and global. In brief, people have
characteristic ways of using their minds.
Even though the exact wording of definitions of
cognitive style varies among researchers, all definitions
stress individual differences in information processing.
Martens (1976) summarizes the importance of knowledge
of cognitive styles by stating that cognitive styles provide
information on how an individual processes information
rather than how much of it has been learned or why there
was interest in learning it.

This moves the emphasis from

IQ testing and levels to a more comprehensive coverage of
the cognitive domain.
Field-dependence-independence Dimension of Cognitive
Style.

A number of dimensions of cognitive styles have been

identified and studied including field-dependence-independence,
leveling versus sharpening, scanning, breadth of
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categorization, conceptual differentiation, cognitive
complexity versus simpliCity, reflectiveness versus
impulsivity, constructed versus flexible control, and
tolerance for unrealistic experiences (Messick, 1970).
Of these dimensions of cognitive styles, Witkin, Moore,
Goodenough, and Cox (1975) and Witkin (1976) report that the
field-dependent-independent dimension has been the most
extensively investigated and has had the widest application
in educational concerns.

Because of this fact, the field-

dependence-independence dimension was selected as the
variable of interest in this study and thus was examined
in depth for pertinent research findings.
Witkin and his co-workers, by conducting experiments
in the psychology laboratory, originally classified people
as field-dependent-independent on the basis of how they
perceived their bodies in relation to the environment.
The degree of perceptual dependence on the prevailing
visual field was measured by the Rod-and-Frame Test and
the Tilting Room-Tilting Chair Test.

Later experiments witn

the Embedded Figures Test and the group form of that test
expanded the concept of field-dependence-independence and
also enabled diagnosis without complicated equipment.

All

three tests yield a quantitative indicator of the extent
to which the surrounding organized field has influenced the
person's perception of an item within it (Witkin et al.,
1977).
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Satisfactorily high reliabilities for all the tests
have been reported by Witkin et ale (1962).

In 1971 Witkin

and his associates reported on seven studies validating the
concept that the Embedded Figures Test is a test of fielddependence-independence in perception and that it reflects
extent of competence at disembedding in intellectual
functioning as well.

They also reported 36 studies which

held that performance of the Embedded Figures Test reflects
extent of psychological differentiation.
The Embedded Figures Test requires subjects to locate
in a specified amount of time simple figures embedded in
a complex design.

Witkin (1977) explains:

What has been done in composing the complex
figure is to 'use up' the lines of the simple
figure in various subwholes of the complex
figure, so that perceptually, the simple figure
no longer appears to be there. For persons at
the field-independence extreme of the continuum,
the sought after simple figure more or less
pops out of the complex design, whereas
field-dependent people are not able to find it
in the time allowed.
In other words, the perception of relatively fielddependent subjects is dominated by the overall organization
of the field, while relatively field-independent subjects
easily distinguish elements discrete from their backgrounds.
Cross (1976) summarizes the differences in individuals by
stating the field-dependent individuals approach situations
in a global way, seeing the whole instead of parts whereas
the field-independent persons consistently approach a wide
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variety of tasks and situations in an analytical way.
separating elements from background.
Walters and Sieben (1974) point out that these two
descriptions are the extreme ends of a continuum, and that
most people fall somewhere in the middle.

The assumption

should not be made that two distinct types of individuals
exist.

However, they note that there is strong evidence

that people do have tendencies toward one pole or the other
and that these tendencies are fairly stable throughout the
person's life.

This fact is illustrated in a study conducted

by Witkin, Goodenough, and Karp (1967) with the same group
of persons over an age range of ten to twenty-four years.
The researchers found that an individual's relative standing
on field-dependence versus field-independence within the
group was highly stable, while at the same time, the group
as a whole displayed a progressive increase in extent of
field-independence up to age seventeen, with little further
change up to age twenty-four.

Cross (1976), in reviewing

similar research studies, agrees with this pattern but she
emphasized that around the age of fifty, there is some move
toward field-dependence.
Determinants of Field-dependence-independence.

For a number

of years, Witkin and others have been studying a number of
reasons for the individual differences in cognitive style.
Mainly the concern has been pursued in two directions.

One
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has been to examine the effects of child rearing and
socialization and the other has been to examine the role of
genetic factors.
Several investigations have been conducted relative
to early family experiences and the degree of fie1ddependence-independence.

In 1973 Witkin stated:

Studies of experiences in the family of
children who turnout to be relatively
field-independent have indeed demonstrated
that the kind of relations the child had
with his/her mother while growing up is
very influential in determining his/her
cognitive style. The characteristic of
child rearing that seems most closely
associated with the development of a more
field-independent style of functioning,
for example, is the early encouragement
of autonomous functioning.
A recent study conducted by Drayer (1975) supports
Witkin's theories.

Drayer examined the family interaction

differentiating the families of fie1d-dependence-independence
children.

The results indicated that families of fie1d-

independent children were characterized by less structured
family power relations which varied in expressions of
autonomy and power from situation to situation.

Families of

field-dependent children seemed to have a more sharply
defined set of family roles and more stability in the power
structure.

Further, it was found that for field-independent

families, the same sex parent was the dominant figure,
while for field-dependent families, the opposite sex parent
was dominant.

40
Witkin (1977) also reports that evidence accumulated
from cross-cultural studies impressively demonstrates that
the development of a field-dependent-independent cognitive
style is definitely related to socialization experiences.
Cultures that emphasize conformity, 'tight' role definitions,
and social control seem to encourage field-dependent
perceptual modes; 'loose' cultures, with more emphasis on
self-control and independence, encourage field-independence
(Cross, 1976).
The interest of Witkin (1973) and Witkin et ale (1975)
in genetic factors as determinants of cognitive style was
stimulated by persistent findings of sex differences in
field-dependence.

studies have shown that women, on the

average, tend to be more field-dependent than men.

However,

the difference in means between the sexes is quite small
c~~pared

to the range of scores within each sex; in other

words, the distributions for the two sexes show considerable
overlap.

Witkin adds that while genetic factors may play a

role in the development of cognitive style, it is also
likely that the sex role assignments within our society
contribute to the development of sex differences in fielddependence-independence.
General Characteristics of Field-dependent-independent
Individuals.

Persons who tend to be field-dependent differ

from relatively field-independent individuals in personal as
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well as cognitive characteristics.

Therefore knowledge of

cognitive style can reveal much about an individual's
personality and social behavior in addition to his/her
learning behavior and educational choices.
The relationship of interpersonal behavior to cognitive
style is one area which has received considerable research
attention.

The differences in social sensitivity b.etween

field-dependence-independence has been well documented by
research (pascal, 1971; Randolph, 1971; Witkin, 1973;
Witkin et al., 1962; Witkin et al., 1975).
Laboratory experiments show that field-dependent persons
like to be physically close to others; they spend more time
looking at the faces of those with whom they interact; they
are especially able to recall words in verbal conwunications
that have social implications; they are likely to adjust
their own rate of speech to those with whom they interact;
they are alert to words with emotional content; they are
sensitive to external social referents in defining their
own position; they are more popular, and they know and are
known by more people than field-independent individuals.
In contrast to the 'with people' orientation of
field-dependent persons, field-independent persons tend to
have a more impersonal orientation, frequently demonstrating
a need to gain psychological distance from others.

In

addition, the field-independent has internal frames of
reference which serve as guides for the definition of the
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self.

He/she expresses less need to rely on others for

self definition, is less dependent on external cues, and
more attuned to self cues.
Educational Implications of

Field-dependence-independ~nc~.

Below brief summaries of various research studies document
the impact of field-dependence-independence on educational
practices and depict the relationship between the social
orientation of field-dependent-independent persons and their
learning behavior and educational choices.
a.
UGC

Field-dependent individuals tend to make greater

of external social referrents for letlrning in situa-

tions which are ambiguous and where they have confidence in
the external source (Mausner and Graham, 1970).
b.

In the process of receiving information, field-

dependent individuals are more likely than field-independent
individuals to be influenced by the speaker rather than the
content of the message (Brilhart, 1970).
c.

Field-dependent individuals are better at remember-

ing social materials than are field-independent individuals
(Eagle, Goldberger, and Breitman, 1969; Fitzgibbons and
Goldberger, 1971).
d.

Field-independent individuals are better at providing

structure to loosely structured materials (Witkin et al.,
1975).
e.

Field-dependent individuals benefit more from
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material which has inherent structure (Koran, Snow, and
McDonald, 1971).
f.

Field-dependent individuals are perceived by

teachers as benefiting more from teaching which provides
them with a plan and stresses facts (Witkin et al., 1975).
g.

Field-independent individuals are more interested

in analytical and abstract areas of study such as physics
than in less analytical areas such as humanities
(Arbuthnot and Gruenfeld, 1969).
h.

Field dependent individuals choose college majors

and careers emphasizing interpersonal skills and social
content, such as humanities, education, and sociology.
Field-independent individuals choose majors emphasizing
analytical skills, such as mathematics and science (DeRussey
and Futch. 1971; Osipow, 1969; Witkin et al., 1975).
i.

Field-dependent and field-independent individuals

tend to choose different areas of specialization within
certain broad gauge disciplines (Quinlan and Blatt, 1972;
Witkin et al., 1975).

For instance, teachers, who tend to

be field-dependent as a group, illustrate different levels
of field-dependence-independence when selecting specialty
areas such as mathematics and science as opposed to social
sciences (Distefano, 1969).
j.

Field-dependent students in community colleges

prefer and therefore may be more likely to enroll in courses
and programs which are highly structured and emphasize
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interpersonal skills (Martens, 1976).
k.

The capacity of field-dependent individuals to be

self-referrent is limited.

Field-dependent individuals

find it difficult to take themselves, their own ideas,
values, attitudes, plans, and impulses as the starting point
for thinking and actioll (Jennings, 1968; Doob, 1958).
1.

There is Et terldency for students and teachers

matched in cognitive style to like each other better and
for the student to learn more when taught by teachers
matched in cognitive style (Distefano, 1970).
m.

Field-dependent teachers tend to prefer teaching

situations which allow for interaction with the students
whereas field-independent teachers prefer more impersonal
situations and tend to stress the cognitive aspects of
teaching (Witkin et al., 1975).
The research on cognitive styles in general, and
field-dependence-independence in particular, suggests that
individuals with different cognitive styles process information in different ways and that these differences have
educational implications.

It is not unreasonable to expect

that as teachers become more aware of the ways in which
relatively field-dependen't and field-independent students
learn concepts, they may become more effective in adaptiIlg
instructional procedures to the needs of these different
kinds of stUdents (Witkin,1977).
It should be noted that no data on field-dependenceindependence is available on home economics cooperating
teachers.
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Relationship of Cognitive stylE! to In<!££.endent

~;tu~

In recent research pertaining to self-instructional
modules or units, Brooks (1976) found that a learner's
cognitive style contributes significantly to mastery of the
content of a self-instructional unit of study.
With regard to the time required to reach criterion,
the results of her study indicated that students with a
more field-independent cognitive style required significantly
less time to reach criterion than students with a fielddependent style.

A possible explanation, according to

Brooks, may be that field-independent students adapt more
readily to the independent learning environment because of
the nature of their personality and the mode of their
perceptual and intellectual functioning.

Because they are

better able to function in an environment removed from their
peers, and do not require reinforcement from authority
figures to the same'extent as field-dependent persons, the
field-independent student may have required less time to impose structure on an unstructured learning environment, and
consequently made more rapid progress than their counterparts.
It was concluded that a student's cognitive style,
which reflects not only his/her manner of perceiving and
analyzing visual stimuli, but reflects as well the nature
of his/her personality and the mode of his/her intellectual
functioning should be given consideration when assigning
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students to learning environments.

In

light of this,

Brooks recommends that educators should not totally replace
large blocks of curriculum with self-instructional units,
but should instead provide optional instructional methods
to accommodate student learning styles.
Moore (1976) also attempted to relate cognitive style
to independent study by determining the attitudes of fielddependent-independent individuals toward self-instructional
programs.

The findings of his study are consistent with

Brooks' findings of a relationship between field-dependence
and the preference for learning in social interaction with
a teacher and other learners.

Moore found that learners

who enrolled in a correspondence course were mainly fieldindependent individuals.

He felt this was due to a self

selection process, in which only those who can tolerate
non-social learning conditions survive in a program where
dialogue is so low.

Moore concluded that the Erobedded

Figures Test might be used as a tool for counseling applicants
to independent study programs, and that institutions might
make adjustments in their teaching methods to accommodate
the field-dependent learners who want to be involved in study
programs but are not within commuting distance of the
institution.
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summary
A review of literature related to the three major
questions of this study has been presented in Chapter 2.
While competency-based teacher education research has
been rather extensive, studies have focused more on the broadbased aspects than on application to specific areas such as
delivery systems, administrative and/or management concerns,
and reaching target groups such as cooperating teachers.
Cooperating teachers have an expanded role in
competency-based teacher education programs but few studies
have been conducted relative to the advanced training needed
by those individuals who work daily with the pre-service
students in the field-based component of the total
competency-based teacher education program.
Research on cognitive styles has been abundant; however,
little has been done in determining relationships between
cognitive style and varying learning environments.

T.his

issue appears to have potential implications for various
educational concerns.
The purpose of this study is to compare the acceptancy
of three competency-based teacher education modules by
field-dependent-independent home economics cooperating
teachers in a group setting and in an independent learning
environment.

CRAnER 3

METHODOLOGY USED IN THE STUDY
The preceding chapter provides evidence that limited
research has been conducted to determine how competencybased teacher education modules might contribute to
inservice teacher education and the relationship of one's
cognitive style to the acceptancy of competency-based
teacher education modules.

The present study was designed

to compare the acceptancy of three competency-based teacher
education modules by field-dependent-independent home
economics cooperating teachers in a group setting and in
an independent learning environment.
The methods and procedures which were utilized in
obtaining and analyzing the data are reported in this
chapter.
Population
The population consisted of 99 Nebraska secondary level
home economics teachers, all of whom had been identified by
a teacher education institution in Nebraska as a potential
cooperating teacher for the 1977-78 academic year.

Of the

99 cooperating teachers who were invited to the workshop,
58 of them were able to attend.
Twenty-four subjects or approximately 41 per cent of
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those who attended the workshop were selected for this study
on the basis of their scores on the Group Embedded Figures
Test (GEFT) which measures field-dependence-independence.
possible scores on the GEFT range from 0-18.

A subject

whose score fell in the lowest quartile was considered most
field-dependent, while a subject whose score fell in the
upper quartile was considered most field-independent.
Because the distribution of scores in this study was

limite~

only 12 individuals (approximately 21 per cent) were selected
for each group.

Table 1 shows the distribution of the scores

for the field-dependent and field-independent cooperating
teachers.

Twelve of the 58 subjects

~lere

not considered at

all in the selection process because of missing data from
various sections of the satisfaction Scale and/or Personal
Progress Report.
'fable 2 depicts demographic data relative to the twentyfour cooperating teachers analyzed in this study.

All of the

teachers had baccalaureate degrees with majors in home
economics and five of the field-dependent and two of the
field-independent teachers had Masters degrees.

One of the

field-dependent and four of the field-independent teachers
~Iere

enrolled in a Masters degree program.

While these data

were not pertinent to the selection process, they do illustrate the educational range of the participants involved in
the study.
The age range of the field-dependent (28-53) and the
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Table 1
Scores on Group Embedded Figures Test for
Field-Dependent and Field-Independent
Nebraska Home Economics
Cooperating Teachers
l~ield-dependent

N

= 12

Field-independent
N = 12

3

18

3

18

4

17

4

17

4

17

5

17

5

17

6

17

6

16

7

16

7

16

7

16

Range- 3 -7

Range- 16 -18

Mean - 5.1

Iilean - 16.8

Median -5

Median -17
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Table 2
Distribution of Field-Dependent and Field-Independent
Nebraska Home Economics Cooperating 'l'eachers
by Selected Variables
Descriptive Factor
or Selected Variable
Educational Level
Bachelors degree
Masters degree
Enrolled in Masters
program

Field-dependent

Field-independent

N~b~~

Number

N = 12

6

6

5

2

1

4

28-53
40.1
42

24-47
31.8
27.5

6-21
12.8
12.5

3-19
6.8
5.5

1-12

0-15

Age
Range
l~ean

Median
Years of Teaching
Experience
Range
Mean
Median
Years of Experience as
a Cooperating Teacher
Hange
Mean
Median
Educational setting
Urban (Lincoln & Omaha)
Rural
Memberships in
Professional Organizations
None
1-2 organizations
3-4 organizations
over 4 organizations
Previous Experience I'Ti th Individualized Instruction
Yes
No
Previous Experience with
Ohio CBVTE Modules
Yes
No

2.8
2

7

6.5

3

2

9

10

o

1

6

3
8

4

2

o

8
4

9
3

5

7

==============================~

4

8
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field-independent (24-47) cooperating teachers was similar
but there was a noticeable difference in the mean and median
aGes.

The mean age of the field-dependent subjects was 40.1

with the median score being 42; the field-independent
teachers I mean age was 31.8 with a median score of 2"( .5.
Similarly, the years of teaching experience was higher
for the field-dependent than the field-independent subjects.
The range of teaching experience for the field-dependent
subjects was 6-21 years while the range for the fieldindependent subjects was 3-19 years.

The mean number of

years teaching experience for the field-dependent subjects
was

12.~which

is double the mean score for the field-

independent subjects (6.8).

The median score for the field-

dependent teachers was 12.5; the field-independent teachers'
mean score was 5.5.
'rhe field-dependent subjects were also more experienced
cooperating teachers; the mean number of years experience for
the field-dependent cooperating teachers was 7 while the
field-independent teachers had a mean score of 2.8. The median
score was 6.5 for the field-dependent teachers and 2 for the
field-independent teachers.

The number of years of experience

as a cooperating teacher ranged from 1-12 for the fielddependent subjects and 0-15 for the field-independent subjects.
The majority of the teachers (9 field-dependent and 10
field-independent) were employed in a rural setting.

Only 3

field-dependent and 2 field-independent teachers were employed
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by a large, metropolitan sChool district (Lincoln or Omaha).
One commonality among twenty-three cooperating teachers
was membership in professional organizations at the national,
state, and local level.

Four of the field-dependent and

three of the field-independent teachers were affiliated with
at least two professional organizations while 6 fielddependent and 8 field-independent teachers belonged to at
least four professional organizations.

Two of the field-

dependent cooperating teachers were members of over four
organizations and one of the field-independent teachers held
no membership in professional organizations.
When asked about experience with using independent study/
individualized instruction in any form as an undergraduate
or graduate student, 8 field-dependent and 9 fieldindependent teachers responded affirmatively.

Four of the

field-dependent and 3 of the field-independent subjects had
no prior experience with independent study/individualized
instruction.
Only 9 teachers in total (5 field-dependent and 4
field-independent) had prior experience with the CompetencyBased Vocational Teacher Education modules from Ohio.

Seven

field-dependent and 8 field-independent teachers had not
been exposed to the modules before the workshop.
Procedures
The initial planning for this study focused on designing
an experimental framework for determining if individualized
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materials would be accepted by inservice home economics
teachers and if the teachers would actually work on the
materials in various kinds of settings.

Through conferences

with Nebraska home economics teacher educators who were in
positions to make decisions for state-wide home economics
programs, the decision was made to use home economics cooperating teachers as the target group because of their vital
role in the preparation of student teachers and the lack of
prior inservice education designed specifically for them.
A review of literature revealed a number of vocational
teacher institutions have used instructional modules as a
part of their pre-service and inservice programs.

However,

evidence of utilizing this form of instruction with
cooperating teachers was limited.

After a search was made

to determine the availability of instructional modules which
would be appropriate for use in this study, modules were
selected, because of their availability and strong research
base, from the set of Competency-Based Vocational Teacher
Education Modules produced by the Center for Vocational Education at The Ohio state University at Columbus.

Over one

hundred modules have been developed as a part of the set, including those relating to both supervisory and instructional
skills.
A determination was then made to use the selected
modules in both a group and an independent setting in order
to determine whether there was a relationship between
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acceptancy of instructional modules utilized in various
educational settings and an individual's learning style.
A jury composed of two Nebraska home economics teacher
educators and a home economics consultant from the Nebraska
state Department of Education was selected to determine the
(1) date and length of time for the cooperating teachers to
work in a group setting and the (2) specific modules to be
used in both the group and the independent settings.
Because of financial constraints, the jury decided the
best time for the cooperating teachers to work in a group
setting was in conjunction with the August, 1977, Conference
for Nebraska Vocational Home Economics Teachers.

This was

the only time during the year when the majority of vocational
home economics teachers were together as a group for an
extended period of time (approximately three days).
The modules selected for the group setting included
Module 1-7, "Plan the Student Teaching Experience" and Module
1-8, "SUpervise Student Teachers."

Module C-13 • entitled

"Employ Reinforcement Techniques" was suggested for the
independent setting.

The first two modules relate to

supervisory skills of cooperating teachers; the other one
deals with an instructioiial skill.
In order to cover the cost of the modules and other

necessary materials and supplies, special funding of $1,000
was requested and secured through the Nebraska State Department of Education, Vocational Division, Home Economics Section.

A pilot study involving five home economics cooperating
teachers from the Duluth, Minnesota school, system was conducted in May, 1977. to determine reactions to the proposed
study.

As a.result of the pilot study, the Personal Progress

Record was developed for use during the actual study in
order to more efficiently collect data relative to achievement.

In addition, introductory statements were strengthened

and directions clarified.
A letter (Appendix A) describing the activity was
mailed in April, 1977, to 99 home economics cooperating
teachers, all of whom had been identified by at least one
teacher education institution in Nebraska as potential home
economics cooperating teachers for the 1977-78 academic year.
The home economics cooperating teachers were informed the
activity would take the form of a workshop and would give
them an opportunity to work in a group setting with materials
designed specifically for cooperating teachers.

They were

further informed that at the conclusion of the workshop, each
of the participants would receive a packet of materials for
use in an independent setting.

Positive responses were

obtained from 62 of the cooperating teachers.

A letter of

reminder (Appendix B) was mailed to those 62 individuals
approximately two weeks prior to the workshop.

Fifty-eight

cooperating teachers attended the workshop, which was held
on August 16, 1977, from 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 noon.
At the outset of the workshop, the Group Embedded
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Figures Test (Appendix C) devised and validated by Witkin,
Oltman, Raskin, and Karp (1971) was administered to the 58
cooperating teachers to measure the level of their fielddependence~independence.

The cognitive styles of field-

dependence-independence were selected to be used in this
study for two reasons:

(1) They were the most widely

researched cognitive styles and thus had extensively used
measurement instruments with high validities and reliabilities and (2) current research suggested they had
implications for education in how individuals process information, how teachers teach, how teachers and students interact,
and how students make their educational-vocational choices
and perform in the area of their choice (Witkin. Moore,
Goodenough, and Cox, 1975).
Possible scores on the GEFT range from 0-18.

A subject

whose score fell in the lowest quartile was considered most
field-dependent, while a subject whose score fell in the
upper quartile was considered most field-independent.
All subjects were administered the instructional treatment which consisted of two competency-based teacher education
modules entitled, Module 1-7, "Plan the Student Teaching
Experience ll and Module 1-8, "Supervise Student Teachers."
The subjects were given a very brief overview of the modules
and then were asked to work in groups through the learning
experiences in both modules with the exception of the final
experience which required actual classroom activity.

Since
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the modules did not have to be completed in sequence,
several of the groups worked on Module 1-8, "Supervise
Student Teachers;' while the other groups were involved with
Module 1-7, "Plan the Student Teaching Experience."

This

appeared to lessen the demand on resource materials.
At the end of the three-hour period of time, each
subject was administered a satisfaction Scale (Appendix D)
and a Personal Progress Record (Appendix E) to determine
the level. of acceptancy.

The Satisfaction Scale measured

opinions of the subjects in reference to the treatment.

The

Personal Progress Record determined, for each learning
experience, whether the subject (a) worked through the
learning experience, (b) skipped the learning experience,
or (c) tested out of the learning experience.

In addition,

each cooperating teacher completed a form requesting personal
background information (Appendix F) such as age, educational
background, work experience, prior experience as a cooperating
teacher, and affiliation with professional organizations.
Just prior to leaving the workshop, the subjects were
given a packet of materials consisting of a Satisfaction
scale, Personal Progress Record and Module C-13, "Employ
Reinforcement Techniques."

The teachers were told the module

dealt with an instructional skill of value particularly
to cooperating teachers who not only serve as a 'model' for
student teachers but also assist student teachers as they
attempt to develop their instructional skills.

It was
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intended the evidence of completion of the module would be
interpreted as an indication of achievement.

If the module

was completed, a satisfaction Scale was also requested so
the satisfaction measure could be extended.
The teachers were requested to work on the module
independently at home and/or school and complete it by
October 1, 1977.

The module itself was not to be returned

but the accompanying satisfaction Scale (Appendix G) and
Personal Progress Record (Appendix H) were to be mailed in
an attached addressed, stamped envelope.

In addition, a

short memorandum (Appendix I) reviewing the specific abovementioned instructions was included in the packet with the
Another letter (Appendix J) was sent to the 58

materials.

cooperating teachers on September 19, 1977, to remind them
to return the Personal Progress Record and satisfaction
Scale.

No further contacts were made with the cooperating

teachers.

A failure to return the satisfaction Scale and

the Personal Progress Record by October 1, 1977, was
interpreted as indicating the subjects had not completed
Module C-13.
Instruments
Group Embedded Figures Test
The instrument used to determine the cognitive style
of field-dependence-independence was the group form of the

60
Embedded Figures Test (GEFT) published by Consulting
Psychologists Press.

The GEFT requires the subject to locate

a previously seen simple figure within a larger complex
figure which has been so organized as to obscure or embed
the simple figure (Witkin et al., 1971).

Those individuals

who were not readily able to disembed the figures, showed field
dependence and received low scores.

High scores indicated

field independence.
The GEFT, which takes 20 minutes to administer, contains three sections:

The first section contains seven simple

items and was designed for practice, the second and third
sections each contain nine more difficult items.

The score

for the GEFT is the total number of simple forms correctly
traced on the last two sections.
score is 18.

Thus, the highest possible

For the purposes of this study, the criterion

for field-dependence was a score falling in the lowest
quartile which ranged from 3 to 7.

The criterion for

field-independence was a score falling in the highest
quartile or the range of 16 to 18.

In the total sample of

58, twelve cooperating teachers scored in each the fielddependence range and the field-independence range.
Reliability for the_GEFT has been computed by correlating
the parallel forms with identical time limits •. According to
Witkin et al. (1971), this is an appropriate method since
the GEFT is a speed test.

The Spearman-Brown prophecy

formula was used, producing a reliability of .82 for both
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male and females.

This reliability compares favorably with

the GEFT.
The GEFT has been validated by comparing it with the
most direct criterion measure, the EFT.

In one study.

subjects were administered the second section in the group
form and the third section as an individual test using the
items in their original EFT form.

Another group was given

the second section individually and the third section as a
group test.

The correlations, corrected for reduced test

length and combined for the two groups were -.82 for males
(N=73) and -.63 for females (N=68) (Witkin et al., 1971).
Witkin et ale (1971) in reporting these data note that
they are based on studies conducted with men and women
students from an eastern liberal arts college, and are
strictly applicable only to individuals coming from populations similar to the group from which the data were obtained.
Cooperating Teacher Satisfaction Scale
A Satisfaction instrument, which was based on previous
satisfaction Scales by Wood (1969), was constructed to acquire
information from the subjects relative to their feelings
about utilizing competency-based teacher education modules
for inservice education of cooperating teachers.
The satisfaction Scale was divided into four sections.
The first two sections contained various criterion responses
which were rated on a five-point scale.

These criterion

62
responses were designed to obtain reactions to the following
five sub-scales that are considered part of the total
satisfaction Scale:

11

Help received from Module 1-7. II "Help

received from Module 1-8," "Efficiency," "Effectiveness,"
"satisfaction. "
The first section related to the variables, "Help I
received from Module 1-7" and "Help I received from Module
1-8."

Thus, there were two parts in the first section and

both parts had ten criterion responses.

The first set of

criterion responses began with the statement:

"Help I

received from Module 1-7, 'Plan the Student Teaching
Experience' was • •• "

In the case of the second part, the

beginning statement read, "Help I received from Module 1-8,
'Supervise Student Teachers' was • •• "

"Help" referred to

the broad category of assistance given, or not given, by the
materials including the suggested learning experiences, the
readings, the case studies, the videotapes, etc.

Each

criterion response consisted of a descriptive word placed
at the left of the scale (represented by 1) with an antonym
at the right of the scale (represented by 5).

Reactions

were to be rated at any of the five points on the scale, 5
being high and 1 being low.

Examples of the pairs of words

included in the scale were irrelevant-relevant and dullstimulating.
Another section of the scale dealt with the cooperating
teachers' reactions in terms of the "effectiveness,"
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"efficiency." and "satisfaction" of nine specific items
that relate to the competency-based teacher education
modules.

Specific definitions were given for each of the

three criterion.

Efficient meant that the method was con-

venient, practical, and manageable in regard to time and
energy required.
influential

Effective meant that the method was

and was a contributing factor in achieving

results in learning to supervise a student teacher.

The

method was to be considered satisfying if the cooperating
teachers found it adequate. gratifying, and pleasing, and
comfortable when using it.

The criteria responses, which

were rated on a five-point scale similar to the first
section. were (1) "inefficient-efficient," (2) "ineffectiveeffective," and (3) "not satisfying_satisfying."
The third section of the instrument focused on two
areas:

(1) cooperating teacher assessment of the improvement

of their supervision skills/competencies and knowledge as a
result of using the modules and (2) cooperating teachers'
feeling about recommending each of the modules to other
cooperating teachers.

The items in this section were to be

answered simply "yes," "undeCided," or "no."
The final section gave the cooperating teachers the
opportunity to write their suggestions and/or comments about
using the special materials for cooperating teachers.
This same arrangement and terminology was used in the
Satisfaction Scale which was to be returned via mail by the
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cooperating teachers after completing the third module in an
independent setting.

However, instead of reacting to Modules

1-7 and 1-8, the subjects were asked to react to the three
modules in total in addition to reacting to Module C-13,
"Employ Reinforcement Techniques."
Personal Progress Record
The Personal Progress Record was developed to determine
the subjects' level of achievement.

For each of the learning

experiences in Modules 1-7 and 1-8, the cooperating teachers
were to indicate whether they (a) worked through the learning
experience, (b) skipped the learning experience, or (c)
tested out of the learning experience.

The final learning

experience was omitted because it required completion in the
actual classroom.
The same format was utilized for recording progress on
Module C-13.

On this form, the final learning experience

was included since the subjects would have access to an
actual classroom situation between August 16, 1977, and the
time the form was due on October 1, 1977.
The module format forces a different type of learning
activity in each of the learning experiences.

In Module 1-7,

"Plan the Student Teaching Experience," the first learning
experience focuses upon gaining information, the second on
comprehenSion of information, the third on application of
information, and the fourth on a planning activity,
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The format of Module 1-8, "Supervise Student Teachers,"
focuses on a demonstration of an instructional technique in
the first learning experience, the critique of a case
situation in the second, and a critique of a videotape of a
teaching situation in the third.
Module C-13, "Employ Reinforcement Techniques" is
structured so that the first learning experience involves
gaining knowledge, the second the critique of a presentation,
the third the planning and presenting a lesson including
reinforcement techniques to encourage or discourage specific
behaviors, the fourth the planning and presenting a simulated
lesson utilizing reinforcement techniques to strengthen
learning of content, and the fifth learning experience
involves utilizing reinforcement techniques in the actual
classroom.
Instructional Treatment
The instructional treatment for this study consisted
of three Competency-Based Vocational Teacher Education
modules produced by the Center for Vocational Education at
The Ohio State University at Columbus.

Module 1-7. "Plan

the Student Teaching Experience" and Module 1-8, "Supervise
Student Teachers" dealt with supervisory skills and were
utilized in the group setting.

Module C-13,"Employ Rein-

forcement Techniques," which relates to an instructional
skill, was given to the cooperating teachers for use in an
independent learning environment.
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The development of these three modules and all others
in the set (over 100) was based upon the 384 vocational
teacher professional competencies identified and validated
through research conducted by the Center.

By basing the

modules on the verified competencies, there was assurance
the objectives of the module actually represented competencies needed by vocational teachers.
The development process involved:

(1) development of

118 prototype modules at two university sites:

The Uni-

versity of Missouri at Columbia, and Oregon state University
at Corvallis; (2) review of each module's accuracy and
acceptability by teams of teacher-educators at both sites
representing all vocational service areas; (3) review of
each module by Center staff;

(4)

revision of prototype

modules by Center staff using all reviews as a basis for
changes made; (5) preliminary testing of each revised module
by ten or more students at one or more universities; (6)
review of each module's usability and effectiveness by
students and teacher educators involved in testing the
module;

(7)

review of individual modules and categories of

modules by independent conSUltants and subject matter
experts; (8) psychometric refinements of the objectives and
assessments of each of the 118 modules by the California
Testing Bureau of McGraw-Hill;

(9) revision of tested

modules by Center staff and independent conSUltants using
all reviews as a basis for changes made; (10) review of each
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revised module by Center staff; and (11) final preparation
of modules for advanced testing which is currently under way
at several university sites (including the University of
Nebraska-Lincoln).
The modules consist of introductory material followed
by several learning experiences which allow for either group
or individual instruction.

Objectives of the module focus on

one or more competencies verified as important for successful
vocational teachers.

Included in each module were a variety

of learning activities such as case studies, viewing
videotapes, peer discussions, observations, and short
readings in addition to supplementary references.

All of the

learning activities presented in each module were directed
toward aChievement of the stated objective/so

Each module

culminates with an assessment of the teacher demonstrating
the specified competencies in an actual teaching situation.
There were provisions for individualized learning options and
for the by-passing of learning activities by learners who
have acquired the designated competence through previous
experience.
Analysis of Data
The data for this study were analyzed to answer the
following questions:
1.

Is there a difference in the satisfaction level of
field-dependent and field-independent home economics
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cooperating teachers in specified competency-based
teacher education modules?
2.

Is there a difference in the achievement level of
field-dependent and field-independent home economics
cooperating teachers in terms of satisfactory
completion of the learning activities included in
specified competency-based teacher education
modules?

3.

Will field-dependent home economics cooperating'
teachers react more favorably than field-independent
home economics cooperating teachers in terms of
satisfaction and achievement levels towards
competency-based teacher education modules utilized
in an independent setting rather than a group
setting?

In order to analyze and interpret the data relative to

the first research question, the following statistical
procedures were utilized,

Total scores were added across the

criterion responses within the following five variables or
sub-scales that are part of the total Satisfaction Scale:
"Help received from Module 1-7," "Help received from Module
1-8," "Efficiency," "Effectiveness," and "Satisfaction."
Mean scores and standard deviations were calculated to compare field-dependence-independence on the five variables.
A Pearson product moment correlation was computed on
each of the five variables to determine if relationships
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existed between them.
.27 to .88.

The computed coefficients ranged from

This finding provided verification that the

variables were correlated and could be considered part of
the same construct, 'satisfaction.'

In addition, there was

no logical or theoretical ordering or testing of these
variables •. This fact, coupled with the fact there was a
correlation, suggested that separate tests for each variable
would not be appropriate because the variables would not be
independent.

Therefore, the univariate Fls were not con-

sidered for hypothesis testing.
According to Finn (1974), under these circumstances the
multivariate test statistic as opposed to separate F statistics for variables should be utilized.

Therefore, only

the multivariate test of significance was considered; the
.05 level of significance was used for hypothesis testinc;.
These calculations were performed on a 360/65 International
Business Machines computer using the Univariate and Multivariate Analysis of Variance, Covariance, and Regression
program (Finn, 1972).
The other two research questions were analyzed in terms
of numbers and percentages because the data obtained were
nominal in nature.
Subjective comments made by the cooperating teachers on
the satisfaction Scale were analyzed descriptively.
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Summary
The methodology aspects of the study were explained in
this chapter.

The twenty-four subjects who were selected

for this study were described in terms of their score on the
Group Embedded Figures Test and selected demographic data.
The procedures used to collect the data and a description of
the instruments used were reported.

In addition, the

instructional treatment and the statistical procedures for
the analysis of the research questions were presented.
Chapter

4, which follows, is the report of the findings of

the study.

CHAPTER 4
RESULTS OF THE STUDY
The purpose of the study was to investigate one aspect
of cognitive style, field-dependence-independence, in terms
of acceptancy of competency-based teacher education modules
used in different learning environments.

Specifically, it

sought to compare the acceptancy of three competency-based
teacher education modules by field-dependent-independent
Nebraska home economics cooperating teachers in a group
setting and in an independent learning environment.
Three major questions were posed by this study:
1.

Is there a difference in the satisfaction level of

field-dependent and field-independent home economics
cooperating teachers in specified competency-based teacher
education modules?
2.

Is there a difference .in the achievement level of

field-dependent and field-independent home economics
cooperating teachers in terms of satisfactory completion of
the learning activities included in specified competency-based
teacher education modules?

3.

Will field-dependent home economics cooperating

teachers react more favorably than field-independent home
economics cooperating teachers in terms of satisfaction and
achievement levels towards competency-based teacher education
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modules utilized in an independent setting rather than a
group setting?
satisfaction Level
Description of Instrument
The instrument used in determining whether or not a
difference exists in the satisfaction level was the
satisfaction Scale.

This scale was divided into four sections.

Responses to the first two sections provided data for analysis
in reference to five variables:

"Help received from

Module 1-7," "Help received from Module 1-8," "Efficiency,"
"Effectiveness," and "satisfaction."
The first section of the scale obtained reactions from
the cooperating teachers about the help they received from
each of the modules.

This section had two parts, each with

ten criterion responses, which began with the statement:
"Help I received from Module 1-7 was •• •• "

In the second

part, the beginning statement read, "Help I received from
Module 1-8 was •• •• "

Each criterion response consisted

of a descriptive word placed at the left of the scale
(represented by 1) with an antonym at the right of the scale
(represented by 5).

Reactions were to be rated at any of

the five points on the scale, 5 being high and 1 being low.
The second section of the instrument dealt with the
cooperating teachers' reactions in terms of the "effectiveness," "efficiency," and "satisfaction" of nine specific
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items such as learning experiences, readings, case studies,
feedback, etc., that relate to the competency-based teacher
education modules.

After collecting the data, the decision

was made to eliminate one of the nine items, 'videotapes,'
because a videotape was part of Module 1-7 but not Module 1-8.
With this item eliminated, the other eight items were consistent across both modules.
The criterion responses on the second section, which
were rated on a five-point scale similar to the first
section, were termed (1) "inefficient-efficient," (2)
"ineffective-effective," and (3) "not satisfying-satisfying."
Even though each participant had an equal opportunity
to experience all aspects of both modules, occasionally a
criterion response was not marked.

In these instances, the

assumption was made that the participant may not have had
an opinion relative to that specific response.

Therefore,

the response was automatically given a neutral score (three).
The first two sections of the satisfaction instrument
contain five sub-scales that were considered a part of the
construct, • satisfaction. ,

These five sub-scales were:

"Help received from Module 1-7," "Help received from Module
1-8," "Efficiency," "Effectiveness," and "satisfaction,"
Analysis of Satisfaction Level Data
Total scores were added across the criterion responses
within each of the five sUb-scales.

Table 3 indicates a
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Table 3
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations of Field-Dependent
and Field-Independent Nebraska Home Economics
Cooperating Teachers on Five
Satisfaction Variables
N = 12

N = 12

Field-dependent

Field-independent

Variables

Mean

S. D.

Mean

S. D.

Help 1-7

39.000

4.898

34.666

6.513

Help 1-8

39.916

4.718

35.500

5.282

Efficiency

29.416

5.900

26.750

6.969

Effectiveness

29.083

5.759

26.250

6.195

satisfaction

27.333

6.705

24.333

5.597
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comparison of the mean scores and standard deviations of
the field-dependent and field-independent subjects on each
of the sub-scales.
On each of the five variables, the mean score was higher
for the field-dependent than the field-independent subjects.
The field-dependent teachers had a mean score of 39.0 on
"Help received from Module 1-7" while the field-independent
teachers' score on the same variable was 34.666,

The

variable with the highest mean score (39.916) by the fielddependent subjects was "Help received from Module 1-8;" the
field-independent subjects' mean score was 35.5.

On the

next variable. "Efficiency," the mean score of the fielddependent cooperating teachers dropped to 29.416; the mean
score for the field-independent teachers was 26.750.

When

comparing the field-dependent and field-independent teachers
on the fourth variable, "Effectiveness," the field-dependent
teachers' mean score was 29.083 while the field-independent
teachers' mean score was 26.250. The mean scores on the
last variable, "satisfaction," were 27.333 for the fielddependent and 24.333 for the field-independent subjects.
"Help received from Module 1-8" received the highest
mean scores (39.916 and 35.5) by both the field-dependent
and field-independent subjects; the mean scores on "Help
received from Modules 1-7" were slightly lower (39.0 and

34.666).
The variable receiving the third highest scores (29.416

and 26.750) by both field-dependent and field-independent
subjects were "Efficiency" which rated just slightly higher
than "Effectiveness."

The mean scores on "Effectiveness" for

field-dependent teachers were 29.083 and 26.250 for field-

•

independent teachers' "satisfaction" received the lowest
•

mean scores for both field-dependent and field-independent
teachers (27.333 and 24.333).
The standard deviations indicate the groups have
similar types of distribution across the five variables, as
was shown in Table 3.
A Pearson product moment correlation was computed on
each of the five variables to determine whether or not
relationships existed among them.

The computed coefficients

as shown on Table 4 ranged from 0.27 to 0.88.

This provided

verification that the variables were correlated and could
be considered part of the same construct, "satisfaction."
In addition, there was no logical or theoretical ordering or
testing of these variables.

This fact, coupled with the

fact there is a correlation, suggested separate tests for
each variable would not be appropriate because the variables
would not be independent.

Therefore, the univariate Fls

were not considered for hypothesis testing.
According to Finn (1974), under these circumstances
the multivariate test statistic as opposed to separate F
statistics for variables should be utilized.

Therefore,

only the multivariate test of significance was considered;
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Table

4

Correlation Matrix of Five 'satisfaction' Variables
Variables
Variables
Help I

Help II

Efficiency

Effective- satisfaction
ness

Help I

1.000

Help II

0.614

1.000

Efficiency

0.276

0.515

1.000

Effectiveness

0.523

0.591

0.848

1.000

satisfaction

0.609

0.607

0.602

0.880

1.000

the 0.05 level of significance was used for hypothesis
testing.
Table 5 shows there was no significant difference for
the F ratio at the 0.05 level since the overall P was
less than 0.5197.

The ratio indicates no difference in the

satisfaction level of field-dependent and field-independent
home economics cooperating teachers in the competency-based
teacher education modules utilized in the group setting.
Breakdown of criterion responses.

There was evidence of

variation in the mean scores of both field-dependent and
field-independent teachers on the five variables as shown
in Table

3 on page 74.

Even though these differences were

not found to be significant, a further analysis of the data
is included to emphasize the variation.
A breakdown of the criterion responses by

field-dependen~

and field-independent subjects on the sub-scales, "Help
received from Module I-7" and "Help received from Module
I-8" is shown in the following four tables.
Table 6 indicates the average rating for Module I-7 by
the field-dependent teachers was 3.9.

The two adjectives

receiving the highest ratings were "timely topic"
"appropriate" (4.2).

(4.3)

and

The lowest mean rating (3.5) was

"stimulating."
According to Table 7, the field-dependent teachers'
mean scores for the various criterion responses on Module
I-8 varied only slightly from those on Module I-7. The same
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Table 5
One-Way Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Satisfaction
Level of Field-Dependent and Field-Independent Nebraska
Home Economics Cooperating Teachers in Relation to
Competency-Based Teacher Education Modules

F-Ratio for Multivariate Test of
Equality Mean Vectors = 0.8709
P Less Than 0.5197

D.F. 5. and 18.0

PLess Than

Variable

Univariate F

Help 1-7

3.3923

0.0791

Help 1-8

4.6654

0.0420

Efficiency

1.0234

0.3227

Effectiveness

1.3462

0.2584

Satisfaction

1.4154

0.2469
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Table 6
Help Received from Module 1-7 by Field-Dependent
Nebraska Home Economics Cooperating Teachers
N = 12
Number and Per Cent
Criterion Responses

Mean
4
3
5
N % N % N % N % N %

1

2

Negative to Positive 0 .00

0 .00

2 .17

9 .75

1 .08

3.9

Meaningless to
Meaningful

0 .00

0 .00

2 .17

8 .67

2 .17

4.0

Insufficient to
Sufficient

0 .00

0 .00

4 .33

7 .58

1 .08

3.8

Irrelevant to
Relevant

0 .00

1 .08

1 .08

7 .58

3 .25

4.0

Hazy to Clear

0 .00

0 .00

3 .25

6 .50

3 .25

4.0

Inappropriate to
Appropriate

0 .00

0 .00

2 .17

6 .50

4 .33

4.2

General to
Specific

0 .00

0 .00

3 .25

8 .67

1 .08

3.8

Unnecessary to
Necessary

0 .00

1 .08

5 .42

4 .33

2 .17

3.6

Dull to Stimulating

0 .00

2 .17

2 .17

8 .67

0 .00

3.5

Untimely topic to
Timely topic

0 .00

0 .00

3 .25

3 .25

6 .50

4.3

Mean

3.9
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Table 7
Help Received from Module 1-8 by Field-Dependent
Nebraska Home Economics Cooperating Teachers
N

= 12

Number and Per Cent
Mean

Criterion Responses
2

1

N %

N

% N %

3

4
N %

5
N %

Negative to Positive 0 .00

0 .00

2 .17

8 .67

2 .17

4.0

Meaningless to
Meaningful

0 .00

0 .00

3 .25

8 .67

1 .08

3.8

Insufficient to
SUfficient

0 .00

0 .00

4 .33

7 .58

1 .08

3.8

Irrelevant to
Relevant

0 .00

0 .00

0 .00 10 .83

2 .17

4.2

Hazy to Clear

0 .00

0 .00

3 ,25

7 .58 2 .17

3.9

Inappropriate to
Appropriate

0 .00

0 .00

1 .08

7 .58

4 .33

4.3

General to
Specific

0 .00

1 ,08

2 .17

5 .42

4 .33

4.0

Unnecessary to
Necessary

0 .00

0 .00

3 .25

8 .67

1 .08

3.8

Dull to stimulating

0 .00

0 .00

3 .25

7 .58

2 .17

3.9

Untimely topic to
Timely topic

0 ,0.0

0 .00

3 .25

3 .25

6 .50

4.3

Mean

4.0
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two descriptive adjectives, 'timely topic' and 'appropriate,'

(4.3); however, the lowest
rated criterion responses (3.8) were 'meaningful,'

received the highest ratings

'sufficient,' and 'necessary.'

The average rating for

Module 1-8 by the field-dependent subjects was 4.0.
Tables 8 and 9 show the field-independent teachers
also rated Module 1-7 and Module 1-8 in a similar manner.
For both modules, the descriptive adjective which had the
highest mean rating

(3.9) was 'timely topic.'

The

descriptive adjective, 'stimulating,' received the lowest
mean rating in both Module 1-7 (2.8) and in Module 1-8 (3.1).
The average rating by the field-independent participants for
Module 1-7 was 3.5 and 3.6 for Module 1-8.
Since the lowest average rating is 3.5, both the fielddependent and field-independent subjects were more satisfied
than dissatisfied with both of the modules.
Breakdown of item ratings.

Additional information relative

to the second section of the satisfaction instrument is found
in Tables 10 and 11.

These tables show how the field-

dependent and field-independent cooperating teachers rated.
using a five-point scale, the various items in the modules on
the basis of "e fficiency,-" "effectiveness," and "satisfaction,"
As shown in Table 10, the opportunities to interact
with others and the organization of materials were the two
items that had the highest mean ratings (4.2 and

3.9) for
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Table 8
Help Received from Module 1-7 by Field-Independent
Nebraska Home Economics Cooperating Teachers

N = 12
Number and Per Cent
Mean

Criterion Responses
1
N %

2
N %

3
N %

4
N %

5
N %

Negative to Positive 0 .00

2 .17

4 .33

4 .33

2 .17

3.5

Meaningless to
Meaningful

0 .00

0 .00

6 .50

5 .42

1 .08

3.6

Insufficient to
sufficient

0 .00

3 .25

2 .17

6 .50

1 .08

3.4

Irrelevant to
Relevant

0 .00

1 .08

4 .33

4 .33

3 .25

3.8

Hazy to Clear

1 .08

1 .08

5 .42

3 .25

2 .17

3.3

Inappropriate to
Appropriate

0 .00

1 .08

3 .25

7 .58

1 .08

3.7

General to
Specific

0 .00

4 .33

2 .17

4 .33

2 .17

3.3

Unnecessary to
Necessary

0 .00

3 .25

3 .25

5 .42

1 ,08

3.3

Dull to Stimulating

1 .08

4 .33

3 .25

4 .33

0 .00

2.8

Untimely topic to
Timely topic

0 .00

1 .08

2 .17

6 .50

3 .25

3.9

Mean

3.5
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Table 9
Help Received from Module 1-8 by Field-Independent
Nebraska Home Economics Cooperating Teachers
N

= 12

Number and Per Cent
Mean

Criterion Responses
1

N %

2
N

3

4

5

7 .58

1 .08

3.7

o

.00

3.8

% N % N % N %

Negative to Positive 0 .00

1 .08

3 .25

Meaningless to
Meaningful

o

.00

1 .08

1 .08 10 .00

Insufficient to
Sufficient

o

.00

3 .25

4 .33

4 .33

1 .08

3.3

o
o

.00

o

.00

1 .08

8 .67

3 .25

4.2

.00

4 .33

2 .17

2 .17

4 .33

3.5

.00

1 .08

1 .08 10 .83

3.8

.00

1 .08

6 .50

5 .42

o
o

.00

General to Specific

o
o

.00

3.3

Unnecessary to
Necessary

o

.00

2 .17

4 .33

5 .42

1 .08

3.4

Dull to Stimulating 1 .08

2 .17

4 .33

5 .42

o

.00

3.1

Untimely topic to
Timely topic

1 .08

2 .17

6 .50

3 .25

3.9

Mean

3.6

Irrelevant to
Relevant
Hazy to Clear
Inappropriate to
Appropriate

o

.00

-f'eedlJack: 'Devi"c e,s

' Ei't':tc±ency'" .
Ef'f'ectiveness
satisfaction

Variety of Resources
Efficiency
Eff'ectiveness
satisfaction

';[ .08'
;r .08

0.00
o .00

5 .42

, ,1+ ,.33

1 .08

4 .33
3 .25

1 .08
1 .08
1 ,08

o .00
o ,00
o .00

4 .33
4 .33
6 .50

7 .58
8
75 • 2

;r .08

overall mean

2.~l'

5 • 42 . ' . 2:;:1.7"
5 .42
2 .17

'11

o .00
o ,00
a .00

3.5

3.6'
3.5
Mean 3.5
3.4
3.4
3.3
Mean 3.4

3.6

&

Table 10

Item Ratings of Fiel.d-Dependent Cooperating Teacher Efficiency, Effectiveness. and
satisf'actd.Qn of: the Competency-Based Teacher Education Modules I-7 and I-8
Ratings
Uel:lS

I

lG.

N

() .00
0.00
0.00

o
o

!II

iilrg,anizatlo.ll of Material.s
E:t:riciency
E:t:rectiveness,
satisfaction
lLearml!l!g EXperiences
li!!fiiciencJf
li!!ffactiweness
satisfaction

Leng;lth of Mater:lLaJi..s
J11.:ff:iciency
lllffe.ctiveness
,3atisfactilllJl!.
li'erSiima:1 Ertan Required
li!!ffieieZ"-'iZJf
Ef'fecii;;:lL'l7e.lleSS
Sa.t:istac.tci'OT.Il

2

o

o
o

.00
.00
.00

o

.00

0,00
o .00
:1

.08

1. .08
JI.. ",08

3

lGN.~.

lj>
:5
N lGN %

.08

4 .33
4 .33
6 .50

3 .25
4 .33
3 .25

:1 .08
1 .08
3 .25

6 .50
6 .50

5 .42

4 .33
4 .33

2 .17

.17
3 .25

2 .17
3 .25
4 .33

4 .33
6 .50
3 .25

1 .08
2 .17

o ,00
o .00

3 .25
3 .25
4 .33

7 .58
7 .58
5 .42

1. .08
1 .08
l. .08

2 .17

2 .11
3 .25

4 .33
3 .25
4 .33

3.4

.08
7 ,58
6 .50

4.3
ft,2
.0

1.

.00
.00

3 .25

2'

]. .00

5 .42

t.iean

4

~33

2 .17

2 .17
1 .08
1. .08

4.1
4.0

3.5

lJlean

3.6
3.4
3.1

Mean

3 .25

3.9

3.6
3.5
3.3

Mean

3.6
3.6
3.3

Mean

3.4

3.5

3.5

Readir~,.a,

1 .08

Ef'f:ic:li e=;sr
Eff<!!ll!'i!;;:iveness'

S'ait.:is,facit:iLcn
0,;p,;<):xt,1:;;r.lii:tl;:.les to
W:i:th Cth(B',],,!5
itl:fiFi!!! ''''.~,.~$
l~:r'jf'e.:e,-tr;,:i Y'~:ir:~r5: :~;$

,[;a'tt;:·,'l s;:1I:.Sj ;r,:','t.1 -'cnJ.

3 .25

.08
1 .08

2 .11
3 .,25

~~,B

\0 ,t<OO

1.

3

?~
"",-.:J'

3 .25

]. .08

3.4
3.3

Mean

3.4

I~:te'lf":a::; t

'1-

"

~

1

to .• va

.1 :IIJOO

]. .0B

3

~25

:2

:2'

~,'17
~,25

'!

_k

:3

'7
!'

"J"

Ee·ri.!l 4,,2
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"efficiency," "effectiveness" and "satisfaction" by the
field-dependent cooperating teachers •. Of the six remaining
items, the field-dependent teachers rated three of them
(length of materials, personal effort required, and feedback
devices) at 3.5; the other three items (learning experiences,
readings, and variety of resources) were rated at

3.4.

Table 11 shows the field-independent cooperating teachers
also gave the highest ratings to the item entitled, opportunities to interact with others

(3.8).

The next highest

ranking item was feedback devices which was rated at

3.4.

Organization of materials, length of materials, and personal
effort required had the lowest ratings at 3.0.

It is

interesting to note the field-dependent teachers rated
organization of materials at 3.9 whereas the field-independent
teachers rated the same item at 3.0, which indicates a
neutral feeling in both groups.
The average measure of the field-dependent teachers for
the stated items was 3.6; the field-independent subjects'
average measure was 3.2.

This indicated the field-dependent

teachers felt the items in total were somewhat more
efficient, effective, and satisfying than did the fieldindependent teachers.

In addition, the average mean scores

-

indicated both the field-dependent and the fieldindependent subjects felt the items in total were more
efficient, effective and satisfying than inefficient,
ineffective, and disatisfying.

Table 11
Item Ratings of Field-Independent Cooperating Teacher Efficiency, Effectiveness,
and satisfaction of the Competency-Based Teacher Education Modules 1-7 and 1-8
N = 12

1
N ~

N ~

Organization of Materials
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction

1 .08
1 .08
2 .17

2 .17
2 .17
6 .50

Learning Exp~riences
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction

1 .08
1 .08
1 .08

Length of Materials
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction

o
o
o

Personal Effort Required
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction

o
1
o

Items

2

Rat in!Ji s

3

N ~

4

Mean
5
%

N ~

N

3 .25

1 .08

3 .25
5 .42
3 .25

o .00
o .00

3.4
3.1
2.4
Mean 3.0

3 .25
1 .00
3 .25

4 .33
6 .~O
5 • 2

2 .17
2 .17
3 .25

2 .17
2 .17
o .00

3.1
2.

.00
.00
.00

4 .33
4 .33
6 .50

5 .42
3 .25
4 .33

2 .17
3 .25
2 .17

1 .08
2 .17
o .00

3.0
3.3
2.7

.00
.08
.00

3 .25
3 .25
5 .42

4 .33
4 .33
4 .33

3 .25
3 .25
3 .25

2 .l~
1 .0
o .00

3.3
3.0
2.8
Mean 3.0

Readings
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction

1 .08
1 .08
1 .08

3 .25
2 .17
2 .17

2 .17
2 .17
4 .33

5 .42
6 .50
5 .42

1 .08
1 .08
o .00

3.2
3.3
3.1

Opportunities to Interact
With Others
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction

o .00
o .00
o ,00

2 .17
2 ,17
2 .17

2 .17
3 .25
2 .17

3 .25
4 .33
4 .33

5 .42
.25
.33

3.~

4 .25
.33

a

3.~
Mean 3.1

Mean 3.0

Mean 3.2

3.9

3.

Mean 3.8

Feedback: Dev;Lc,es

Eff:l.ciency
Effectiveness
satisfaction

~

Variety of Resources
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction

.08

~

4 .~3
5 • 2
5 .42

2

.08

4 .~3
, • 2
.33

.08
1 .08

3.4
3.4
3.3

.00
.00
.00

6 .50
7 .58
6 .50

43 .25
.25
.33

2 .17
1 .08
1 .08

3.4
3.3
3.3
Mean 3.3

.08·

.08
1 .08

o .00

1 .08
1 .08
1 .08

o
o
o

·1

1

overall mean

3.2

.~7

1

Mean 3.4

~

--
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When comparing all sixteen items rated by both fielddependent and field-independent cooperating teachers in terms
of "efficiency," "effectiveness," and "satisfaction," in
every single instance "satisfaction" had the lowest mean
score.

In twelve of the sixteen total items, "efficiency"

received the highest mean score.
Breakdown of teacher reactions.

The purpose of the third

part of the satisfaction instrument was to determine further
reactions of the teachers about the self-instructional
materials.

The four items in this section were to be

answered "Yes," "Undecided" or "No."
As depicted in Table 12, an equal percentage (50 per
cent) of the field-dependent and field-independent cooperating teachers was undecided as to whether their supervision
skills/competencies improved as a result of using the modules.
However, 50 per cent of the field-dependent and 33 per cent
of the field-independent cooperating teachers indicated
their supervision skills/competencies had improved.

None of

the field-dependent teachers and only 17 per cent of the
field-independent teachers responded negatively.
A much larger number of the teachers (67 per cent of
both field-dependent and-field-independent) felt their
knowledge about supervision had increased after using the
modules.

Twenty-five per cent of the field-dependent and

17 per cent of the field-independent teachers indicated

Table 12
Feelings of the Field-Dependent and Field-Independent
Cooperating Teachers Regarding the
Competency-Based Teacher
Modules

Descriptive
Questions

Field-dependent
N = 12
Yes
UndeNo
cided

Field-independent
N = 12
Yes
UndeNo
cided
N % N%
N ,%

%

N

%

Have your supervi::don skills/
competencies
improved?
6

.50

6

.50 0 .00

4 .33

6 .50

2 .1C(

Has your
knowledge about
supervision
increased?

.67

1

.08 3 .25

8 .67

2 .17

2 .17

Would you
recommend
Module I-7?

12 100.

0

.00 0 .00

8 .67

1 .08

3 .25

,,{ould you
recommend
Module I-8?

11

.92

•

.08 0 .00

8 .67

2 .17

2 .17

N

8

N %

the modules did not increase their knowledge of supervision.
Only 8 per cent of the field-dependent teachers and 17 per
cent of the field-independent teachers were undecided.
An overwhelming majority of the teachers would recommend
both Module I-7 and I-8 to other cooperating teachers.

All

of the field-dependent and 67 per cent of the fieldindependent subjects stated they would recommend Module I-7
and 92 per cent of the field-dependent and 67 per cent of the
field-independent teachers answered they would recommend
Module I-8.

None of the field-dependent teachers responded

negatively, whereas 25 per cent of the field-independent
subjects said they would not recommend Module I-7 and 17 per
cent of the field-independent teachers would not recommend
Module I-8.

This left a very small percentage of the

responses in the "Undecided" category.

None of the field-

dependent teachers and only S per cent of the fieldindependent subjects were undecided about recommending
Module I-7; 8 per cent of the field-dependent and 17 per
cent of the field-independent teachers were undecided about
recommending Module I-S.
Teacher comments.

The final part of the instrument requested

suggestions and/or comments from the subjects about using the
special materials with cooperating teachers.

A listing of

all responses by the field-dependent and field-independent
teachers is found in Appendix K.
The reactions of the cooperating teachers were varied;
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however, the comments of the field-dependent cooperating
teachers tended to be more positive in nature than those
made by the field-independent teachers.

II/hen considering

just the field-dependent teachers, twelve of the comments
reflected positive responses while an additional twelve
comments were perceived as being negative.
The field-independent teachers, who made more total
comments than the field-dependent teachers, responded with
positive comments nine times in contrast to nineteen comments which were interpreted as being negative.
Four of the field-dependent teachers commented that the
modules were useful and informative and would be excellent
references when actually working with their student teachers.
other positive comments made by field-dependent teachers
included:
The best part of the modules was the opportunity
to interact with other participants.
Good review and up-date.
Some of the experienced field-dependent cooperating
• modules were much more helpful for new
teachers felt the

cooperating teachers than for more experienced ones and the
modules were redundant after taking a supervision course.
Negative comments were made by the field-dependent
teachers relative to the following points:
Group instruction would have been more efficient
and satisfying than using the modules.
Needed more specific directions for l'lOrking through
the modules.

Wanted more interaction with university personnel.
Four of the field-independent cooperating teachers
felt the modules provided a good opportunity for sharing
ideas and working together and three teachers felt that
the modules were good resource materials for cooperating
teachers.

Another positive comment dealt with the exposure

to a variety of evaluative procedures.
The negative comments of the field-independent teachers
centered around the lack of interaction between the resource
persons and the total group.

Other comments included:

A better introduction to the modules was needed.
Modules are too theoretical and required too much
reading~

Would prefer using the modules independently rather
than in small groups.
Modules were tedious and dull.
Not a satisfying way to learn.
Modules are too general; need more specific
examples. •.
Modules could be helpful in guiding the student
teachers but were not meaningful in the workshop
setting.
Did not care for format of modules.
Summary.

The analysis of satisfaction level data indicates

field-dependent subjects had a higher satisfaction level on
each of the five variables than did the field-independent
subjects.

However, the difference

in mean scores between

the two groups were not found to be significant on any of
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the five variables when the one-way multivariate analysis

"['
i:

technique was applied.
I

Achievement Level
The second question posed in this study is concerned
with achievement level:

Is there a difference in the a-

chievement level of field-dependent and field-independent
home economics cooperating teachers in terms of satisfactory
completion of the learning activities included in the
specified competency-based teacher education modules?
Module Format
~;
:!,

A Personal Progress Record was developed for use in
determining the cooperating teachers' level of achievement.
For each of the learning experiences in Module 1-7 and 1-8,

i
~

I

the cooperating teachers were to indicate whether they (a)
worked through the learning experience, (b) skipped the
learning experience, or (c) tested out of the learning
experience.

The final learning experience was omitted

because it had to be completed in the actual classroom.
The module format forces a different type of learning
activity in each of the learning experiences.

In Module 1-7,

"Plan the Student Teaching Experience," the first learning
experience focuses upon gaining information, the second on
comprehension of information, the third on application of
information, and the fourth on a planning activity.
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The format of Module 1-8, "Supervise student Teachers,"
focuses on a demonstration of an instructional technique in
the first learning experience, the critique of a case situation in the second, and a critique of a videotape of a
teaching situation in the third.
Analysis of Personal Progress Records Data
The data obtained from the Personal Progress Records
accompanying Modules 1-7 and 1-8 were described in terms of
numbers and percentages across each of the learning
experiences in each of the modules.

In three instances, a

response to one of the items on this instrument was missing
so rather than analyzing the data statistically, the data
were analyzed on the basis of those responding and the
numbers and percentages were calculated accordingly.
The data on achievement in relation to the completion
of Module C-13 was inadequate in terms of the number of
responses to yield definitive findings for this study.

Since

the response to Module C-13 is limited, that data is reviewed
only in reference to the third research question.
Table 13 depicts the progress of both the fielddependent and field-independent subjects as related to the
learning experiences in-Module 1-7.

When examining the

progress of the field-dependent teachers, the data indicated
that the majority of them worked through the four learning
experiences.

Fifty-eight per cent of the field-dependent

teachers worked through the first learning experience. 44 per

Table 13
Progress of Field-Dependent and Field-Independent
Nebraska Home Economics Cooperating Teachers
on Learning Experiences in Module 1-7

Progress*

Field-dependent
N = 12
learning experiences
1
234
N %
N %
N %
N %

Field-independent
N = 12
learning experiences
4
2
1
3
N %
N %
N %
N %

A

7 .58

4 .44

6 .67

5 .56

4 .33

2 .17

9 .75

6 .50

B

o .00

1 .11

o .00

2 .22

o .00

2 .17

o

.00

3 .25

c

5 .42

4 .44

3 .33

2 .22

8 .67

8 .67

3 .25

3 .25

* Progress is determined through three options: (A) worked through the learning
experience, (B) skipped the learning experience, or (c) tested out of the
learning experience.

\D
V1

-:;:;:;..?=""-=-"=~ "C-~~-: ---c"~_-~-"-

-~

~ ""'-,~--

··".~-;:O-«0-~' -""~~--

----~~,.,.-,

"ii~_"£,-

---,,~

cent worked through the second, 67 per cent worked through
the third, and 56 per cent chose to work through the fourth
learning experience.
With the exception of the second learning experience, a
somewhat lower percentage of the field-dependent subjects decided to test out of the learning experiences in Module 1-7.
Forty-two per cent of the field-dependent teachers tested
out of the first learning experience,

44 per cent tested out

of the second, 33 per cent tested out of the third, and 22
per cent test.ed out of the fourth learning experience.
A very small percentage of the field-dependent teachers
skipped the learning experiences in Module 1-7.

None of the

teachers skipped the first and third learning experiences;
however, 11 per cent of the teachers skipped the second
learning experience and 22 per cent skipped the fourth
learning experience.
The data from the field-independent teachers indicated
they were less consistent than the field-dependent subjects
in their decision to either work through or test out of each
of the learning experiences in Module 1-7.

For example, 33

per cent of the field-dependent teachers worked through the
first learning experience, 17 per cent worked through the
second, 75 per cent worked through the third, and 50 per
cent worked through the fourth learning experience.

In

contrast, 67 per cent of the field-independent teachers tested
out of the first learning experience, 67 per cent tested out
of the second, 25 per cent tested out of the third, and
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25 per cent tested out of the fourth learning experience.
A small percentage of the field-independent subjects
chose to skip the learning experiences in Module 1-7; none
of the subjects skipped the first or third learning
experiences; 17 per cent skipped the second learning experience; and 25 per cent skipped the fourth learning experience.
When comparing the progress of the field-dependent
teachers with the field-independent teachers on learning
experiences in Module 1-7, the data indicated a small percentage of both groups chose to skip the learning experiences.
None of the field-dependent nor field-independent teachers
skipped either the first or third learning experiences.

A

larger percentage of the field-dependent than fieldindependent teachers worked through the learning experiences
whereas more field-independent than field-dependent subjects
tested out of the learning experiences in Module 1-7.
Table 14 depicts the progress of the field-dependent
and field-independent cooperating teachers on learning
experiences in Module 1-8.

The largest percentage of the

field-dependent teachers chose to work through the learning
experiences in Module 1-8; 17 per cent worked through the
first learning experience; 75 per cent worked through the

-

second experience; and 67 per cent worked through the third
learning experience.

A high percentage (58 per cent) of the

field-dependent teachers tested out of the first learning
experience as compared to the 8 per cent testing out of each
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Table 14
Progress of Field-Dependent and Field-Independent
Nebraska Home Economics Cooperating Teachers on
Learning Experiences in Module 1-8
Field-dependent
N = 12
learning experiences
2
1
3

learning experiences
2
1
3
N % N % N %

A

2 .17

9 .75

8 .67

2 .17

B

3 .25

2 .17

3 .25

4 .38 4 .33 7 .58

C

7 .58

1 .08

1 .08

6 .50

Progress*

N

*

Field-independent
N = 12

%

N

%

N

%

7 .58

1 .08

4 .33
1 .08

Progress is determined through three options: (A) worked
through the learning experience, (B) skipped the iearning
experience, or (C) tested out of the learning experience.
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of the second and third learning experience.

Twenty-five

per cent of the field-dependent subjects skipped both the
first and third learning experiences, and 17 per cent
skipped the second learning experience.
The largest percentage of the field-independent
teachers skipped the three learninr; experiences in Module
I-8.

Thirty-eight per cent of the field-independent teachers

skipped the first learning experience; 33 per cent skipped
the second; and 58 per cent skipped the third learning
experience.
A slightly smaller percentage of the field-independent
teachers worked through the learning experiences with 17 per
cent working through the first one, 58 per cent working
through the second experience, and 33 per cent working
through the third learning experience.

Fifty per cent of

the field-independent teachers tested out of the first learning experience, while 8 per cent of them tested out of both
the second and third learning experiences.
When comparing the progress of the field-dependent
teachers with the field-independent teachers on the three
learning experiences in Module I-8, a larger percentage of
the field-dependent than field-independent subjects worked
through the learning experiences while a larger percentage
of the field-independent than the field-dependent subjects
skipped the three learning experiences.

Very little
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difference is found between the two groups in terms of
testing out of the learning experiences.
Summary.

The cooperating teachers' level of achievement

was determined through a Personal Progress Record.

For each

of the learning experiences in Module 1-7 and 1-8 the
subjects indicated whether they (a) worked through the
learning experience, (b) skipped the learning experience,
or (c) tested out of the learning experience.
Data indicated the majority of the field-independent

I
I
I

subjects tended to test out of the four learning experiences in Module 1-7. while the greater number of fielddependent subjects tended to work through the learning
experiences.

In Module

1-8 both field-independent and

field-dependent subjects tended to either work through or
test out of the learning experiences, rather than skipping
them.

I
!

I

Independent versus Group Settings

1,

The third question involves both satisfaction and
achievement levels:

Will field-dependent home economics

cooperating teachers react more favorably than fieldindependent home economics cooperating teachers in terms of
satisfaction and achievement levels towards competency-based

II
I

I

I

1

teacher education modules utilized in an independent setting
rather than a group setting?
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Module C-13
At the conclusion of the workshop which was held on
August 16. 1977. the fifty-eiGht Nebraska home economics
cooperating teachers who participated were given a packet of
materials consisting of a satisfaction Scale, Personal
Progress Record. and Module C-13. "Employ Reinforcement
Techniques."

The teachers were told the module dealt with

an instructional skill of value particularly to cooperating
teachers who not only serve as a 'model' for student teachers
but also assist student teachers as they attempt to develop
their instructional skills.

It was determined the evidence

of completion of this module would be interpreted as an
indication of achievement.

If the module were completed,

11

satisfaction Scale was also requested so the satisfaction

,

measure could be extended.
The teachers were requested to work on the module independently at home and/or school and complete it by October 1,
1977.

The module itself was not to be returned but the

accompanying Satisfaction Scale and Personal Progress Record
were to be mailed in an attached addressed. stamped
envelope.

In addition, a short memorandum reviewing the

specific above-mentioned,.instructions was included in
the packet with the materials.

Another letter was sent

to the 58 cooperating teachers on september 19. 1977,
to remind them to return the Personal Progress Record
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and Satisfaction Scale.

No further contacts were made with

the cooperating teachers.

A failure to return the Satisfac-

tion Scale and the Personal Progress Record by October 1,
1977, was interpreted as indicating that the subjects had
not completed Module C-13.
Nineteen satisfaction Scales and Personal Progress
Records which accompanied Module C-13 were received from the
original fifty-eight workshop participants.

Of that total,

only ten were returned from the 24 cooperating teachers who
were considered as subjects for the study.

Five of these

teachers were field-dependent; the other five were fieldindependent.
Additional observations.

While the third research question

cannot be answered because of an inadequate number of
responses, observations may be made from the limited data
available.
Table 15 depicts a comparison of the mean scores and
standard deviations of the field-dependent and fieldindependent cooperating teachers on each of the five subscales that were considered a part of the construct,
tSatisfaction.'

The highest mean score, 39.4, was for

"Help Received from Module C-13" by the field-dependent
subjects.

The mean score by the field-independent teachers

on the same variable was 33.
"Help received from all three Modules" had a mean score
of 33.2 by the field-dependent teachers and 34.8 by the
field-independent teachers.
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Table 15
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations of Field-Dependent
and Field-Independent Nebraska Home Economics
Cooperating Teachers on Five Variables

Field-dependent
N=5

Field-independent
N=5

Mean

S. D.

Mean

S. D.

Help on C-13

39.400

8.081

33.000

8.000

Help on all
three Modules

33.200

11.278

34.800

6.099

Efficiency

27.200

4.494

27.000

6.205

Effectiveness

27.000

6.819

27.600

5.771

satisfaction

25.400

9.607

26.000

5.050
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The mean scores on the variables, "Efficiency" and
"Effectiveness" differed only slightly; the field-dependent
cooperating teachers gave a mean score of 27.2 to
"Efficiency" and 27.0 to "Effectiveness."

The field-

independent subj ects' mean score on "Efficiency" was 27.0
and 27.6 on "Effectiveness."
The variable, "satisfaction" received the lowest mean
scores, 25.4 by the field-dependent teachers and 26 by the
field-independent teachers.
A breakdown of the criterion responses by the fielddependent and field-independent cooperating teachers on the
sub-scales, "Help received from Module C-13" and "Help
received from all three Modules" is shown in the following
tables.
Table 16 indicates the average rating for Module C-13
by the field-dependent subjects was

3.9. The two criterion

responses receiving the highest ratings were 'clear' (4.4)
and 'positive' (4.2).

The responses receiving the lowest

rating (3.6) were 'necessary' and 'stimulating.'
According to data presented in Table 17, the ratings of
the field-independent teachers on the various criterion
responses on Module C-13 were somewhat lower than the scores
of the field-dependent teachers.

The overall mean score on

Module C-13 by the field-independent subjects was 3.3.
two descriptive adjectives receiving the highest mean
scores (3.6) were 'positive' and 'relevant'; the lowest
rated adjective was 'stimulating' (2.8).

The
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Table 16
Help Received from Module C-13 by Field-Dependent
Nebraska Home Economics Cooperating Teachers
N = 5

Criterion Responses

1

Number and Per Cent
2
4
3
N % N % N %

5
%

Mean

N

%

Negative to PositiveO

.ob

0 .00

1 .20

2 .40

2 .40

4.2

Meaningless to
Meaningful

0 .00

0 .00

1 .20

3 .60

1 .20

4.0

Insufficient to
SUff'icient

0 .00

0 .00

2 .40

1 .20

2 .40

4.0

Irrelevant to
Relevant

0 .00

0 .00

2 .40

1 .20

2 .40

4.0

Hazy to Clear

0 .00

0 .00

1 .20

1 .20

3 .60

4.4

Inappropriate to
Appropriate

0 .00

0 .00

2 .40

1 .20

2 .40

4.0

General to Specific 0 .00

0 .00

2 .40

2 .40

1 .20

3.8

Unnecessary to
Necessary

0 .00

0 .00

3 .60

1 .20

1 .20

3.6

Dull to stimulating 0 .00

0 .00

3 .60

1 .20

1 .20

3.6

Untimely topic to
Timely topic

0 .00

2 .40

2 .40

1 .20

3.8

Mean

3.9

0 .00

N

"
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Table 17
Help Received from Module C-13 by Field-Independent
Nebraska Home Economics Cooperating Teachers
N

Criterion Responses

1
N

%

=5

Number and Per Cent
2
4
3
N % N % N %

N

\

Mean

Negative to Positive 0 .00

0 .00

2 .40

3 ,60

0 .00

3.6

Meaningless to
Meaningful

0 .00

0 .00

3 .60

2 .40

0 ,00

3.4

Insufficient to
Sufficient

0 .00

1 .20

2 .40

2 .40

0 .00

3.2

Irrelevant to
Relevant

0 .00

0 .00

2 .40

3 .60

0 .00

3.6

Hazy to Clear

0 .00

2 .40

1 .20

1 ,20

1 .20

3.2

Inappropriate to
Appropriate

0 .00

1 .20

2 .40

1 .20

1 .20

3.4

General to Specific

0 .00

1 .20

1 .20

3 .60

0 .00

3.4

Unnecessary to
Necessary

0 .00

2 .40

1 .20

2 .40

0 .00

3.0

Dull to Stimulating

0 ,00

2 .40

2 .40

1 .20

0 .00

2,8

Untimely topic to
Timely topic

0 .00

1 .20

2 .40

1 .20

1 .20

3.4

Mean

3.3
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When asked to rate the "Help received from all three
Modules," Tables 18 and 19 indicate the field-dependent
subjects gave an overall mean score of 3.3, while the fieldindependent subjects rated the three modules slightly higher

(3.5).

The criterion responses receiving the highest mean

scores by the field-dependent teachers were 'sufficient' and
'relevant'

(3.6).

The response with the lowest mean score

(2.8) was 'stimulating.'

'Timely topic I and 'necessary' were

the responses receiving the highest mean score

(3.8)

by the

field-independent subjects; the lowest rating by the fieldindependent teachers was 'sufficient' (3.0).
Additional information relative to the second section
of the satisfaction instrument is found in Tables 20 and 21.
These tables show how the field-dependent and fieldindependent teachers rated, using a five point scale, the
various items in the modules on the basis of "efficiency,"
"effectiveness," and "satisfaction."
As shown in Table 20, the learning experiences and
personal effort required were two items that received the
highest mean rating

(3.9)

for "efficiency," "effectiveness,"

and "satisfaction" by the field-dependent cooperating
teachers.

Of the six remaining items, the field-dependent

teachers rated organization of materials at 3.7, readings and
feedback devices at 3.2, and opportunities to interact with
others and variety of resources at 2.9.
had the lowest mean rating at 2.5.

Length of materials
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Table 18
Help Received from Modules 1-7, 1-8, C-13 by Field-Dependent
Nebraska Home Economics Cooperating Teachers
N

=5
Number and Per Cent

Criterion Responses

1

Mean
5
N % N %
4

2

3

Negative to Positive 0 .00

1 .20

2 .40

1 .20

1 .20

3.4

Meaningless to
Meaningful

0 .00

2 .40

0 .00

2 .40

1 .20

3.4

Insufficient to
SUfficient

0 .00

1 .20

1 .20

2 .40

1 .20

3.6

Irrelevant to
Relevant

0 .00

1 .20

1 .20

2 .40

1 .20

3.6

Hazy to Clear

0 .00

2 .40

0 .00

2 .40

1 .20

3.4

Inappropriate to
Appropriate

0 .00

2 .40

0 .00

2 .40

1 .20

3.4

General to specific

0 .00

2 .40

1 .20

1 .20

1 .20

3.2

Unnecessary to
Necessary

0 .00

2 .40

2 .40

0 .00

1 .20

3.0

Dull to stimulating

0 .00

2 .40

2 .40

1 .20

0 .00

2.8

Untimely topic to
Timely topic

0 .00

1 .20

1 .20

3 .60

0 .00

3.4

Mean

3.3

N

% N % N %
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Table 19
Help Received from Modules I-7. I-8, C-13 by Field-Independent
Nebraska Home Economics Cooperating Teachers
N =

Criterion Responses

1
N

%

5

Number and Per Cent
2
4
3
N % N % N %

N

5

Mean

%

Negative to Positive 0 .00

0 .00

3 .60

2 .40

0 .00

3.4

Meaningless to
Meaningful

0 .00

0 .00

2 .40

3 .60

0 .00

3.6

Insufficient to
Sufficient

0 .00

1 .20

3 .60

1 .20

0 .00

3.0

Irrelevant to
Relevant

0 .00

0 .00

4 .80

1 .20

0 .00

3.2

Hazy to Clear

0 .00

0 .00

3 .60

1 .20

1 .20

3.6

Inappropriate to
Appropriate

0 .00

0 .00

3 .60

1 .20

1 .20

3.6

General to Specific

0 .00

0 .00

3 .60

2 .40

0 .00

3.4

Unnecessary to
Necessary

0 .00

0 .00

2 .40

2 .40

1 .20

3.8

Dull to Stimulating

0 .00

0 .00

3 .60

2 .40

0 .00

3.4

Untimely topic to
Timely topic

0 .00

0 .00

2 .40

2 .40

1 .20

3.8

Mean

3.5

Table 20
Item Ratings of Field-Dependent Cooperating Teacher Efficiency, Effectiveness, and
Satisfaction of Nodule C-13
N= 5
Ratin!lis
N ~

N

Organization of Materials
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction

1
N ~

o
o

.00
.00
1 .20

o
o
o

.00
.00
.00

Learning Experiences
Efficiency'
Effectiveness
Satisfaction

o
o
o

Length of Materials
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction
Personal Effort Required
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction

Items

Readings
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction
Opportunities to Interact
With Others
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction

2

3
%

If

5

Mean

N ~

N

2 .40
2.40
2 .40

1 .20
2 .40
1 .20

2 .40
1 .20
1 .20

4.0
3.8
3.2
Mean 3.7

o

.00
1 .20
1 .20

1 .20
o .00
1 .20

2 .40
3 .60
1 .20

2 .40
1 .20
2 .40

4.2
3.8
3.8
Mean 3.9

o .00
o .00

1 .20
1 .20
1 .20

2 .40
2 .40
1 .20

2
1 .20
1 .20

o .00

3.2
3.4
1.0
Mean 2.5

o
o

.00
.00
1 .20

o
o
o

o
1
o

5 100.

o

4.0
4.0
3.6

o

.00
O· .00
1 .20

2 .40
1 .20
o .00

2 .40
3 .60
3 .60

1 .20
1 .20
1 .20

o
o
o

.00
.00
.00

2.8
3.0
3.8
Mean 3.2

o .00
1 .20
1 .20

2 .40
1 .20
1 .20

1 .20
1 .20
1 .20

2 .40
2 .40
2 .40

o
o
o

.00
.00
.00

3.0
2.8
2.8
Mean 2.9

.00
.00
.00

1 .20

.00
.00
.00

.00
.20
.00

3 .60
3 .60

%

1 .20
1 .20
.00
1 .20
1 .20

Mean 3.9

Feedback Devices

Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction
Variety of Resources
Efficiency
Effectiveness
satisfaction

1 .20
1 .20
1 .20

1 .20
1 .20
1 .20

o

.00
0 .00
o .00

2

o
o

2 .40
2 .40
1 .20

1 .20
1 .20
1 .20

2
2
2

.00
.00
1 .20

overall mean

2
2

.40

.40
.40
.40
.40
.40

1 .20

1 .20
1 .20

3.2

3.2
3.2
Mean 3.2

o
o
o

.00
.00
.00

3.0
3.0
2.8
Mean 2.9

3.3

I-'

b
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Table 21
Item Hatings of Field-Independent Cooperating Teacher Efficiency, Effectiveness,
and satisfaction of Module C-13
N

~

-------------------

Organization of Materials
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction
Learning Experiences
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction
Length of Materials
Efficiency
Effectiveness
satisfaction
Personal Effort Required
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction
Readings
Efficiency
Effectiveness
satisfaction
Opportunities to Interact
With Others
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction

2

1

Items
N

%

o
o
o

.00
.00
.00

o
o
o

.00
.00
.00

=5

Rat in!:1i s

%

N

1 .20
1 .20
1 .20

o

N

2

3

%

N

,40

o

.00
3 ,60

5--

4

%

.00
3 .60
1 .20

1 .20
1 .20
1 .20

3 .60
2 .40
3 .60

o

.00
1 .20 .
1 .20

N

%

2 .40
1 .20
o .00

3.6
3.8
3.0

1 .20
1 .20
o .00

3.2
3.4
3.0

1 .20
1 .20
1 .20

3.2
3.4
3.4

1 .20
1 .20
1 .20

o
o

1 .20
.00
.00

o

.00
1 .20
1 .20

2
2
2

o
o
o

,00
.00
.00

1 .20
1 .20
2 .40

2 .40
2 .40
1 .20

1 .40
2 ,40
2 .40

o
o
o

o
o
o

.00
.00
.00

o
o

2 .40
1 ,20
2 .40

1 .20
3 .60
2 .40

2 .40
1 .20
1 .20

o
o
o

.00
.00
.00

2 .40
1 .20
1 .20

o

o

o
o
o

.00
.00
,00

.00
.00
.00

~ .60

.80

4 .80

.40
.40
.40

Mean

Mean 3.5

Mean 3.2

Mean 3.3

.00
.00
.00

3.2
3.2
3.0

Mean 3.1

4.0
4.0
3.8

Mean 3.9

o
o

.00
.00
.00

3.4
3.2
3.2

Mean 3.3

Feedback Devices

E:rt'iciency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction

Variety of Resources
Efficiency
Effectiveness
Satisfaction

o
o
o

,00
,00
.00

1 .20
1 .20
1 .20

o .00

3 .60
2 .40
2 .40

~

1 .40
2 .40

1 .20
1 .20

o .00

3 .60
3 .60
3 .60

1 .20
1 .20
1 .20

o
o
o

o .00
o .00

o
o

.00
.00

overall mean 3.4

.20

~

.20

.00
.00
.00

3.6

3.8
3.8
Mean 3.7
2.8
2.8
2.8
Mean 2.8

.....
.....
.....
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Table 21 indicates that the field-independent cooperating teachers gave the highest mean rating (3.9) to readings.
Feedback devices had the next highest rating at 3.7.
Variety of resources has the lowest mean rating at 2.8, while
the other five items were all rated between 3.1 and 3.5.
The average mean score of the field-dependent teachers
for the stated items was 3.3; the field-independent subjectsl
average mean score was

3.4.

This indicated the field-

independent teachers perceived the items in total as slightly
more effective, efficient, and satisfying than did the fielddependent teachers.

In addition, the average mean scores

indicated both the field-dependent and field-independent
subjects felt the items in total were more efficient,
effective, and satisfying than inefficient, ineffective,
and dissatisfying.
The purpose of the third part of the satisfaction
instrument was to determine further feelings of the home
economics teachers about the modules.

The four items in

this section were to be answered "Yes , " "Undecided , " or
"No"

II

As depicted in Table 22, 20 per cent of the fielddependent teachers felt their supervision skills/competencies
had increased while 80 per cent of the field-dependent
teachers and all of the field-independent teachers were
undecided.
When asked whether their instructional skills/
competencies had improved, 40 per cent of the field-dependent
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Table 22
Feelings of the Field-Dependent and Field-Independent
Nebraska Home Economics Cooperating Teachers
Regarding the Competency-Based
Teacher Education Modules

Descriptive
Questions

Field-dependent
N=5
Yes
No
UndeN % N % N %

Field-independent
N=5
No
Yes
UndeN %
N % N %

Have your supervision skills/
competencies
improved?

1 .20

4 .80 0 .00

0 • 00

5 100 •

0 ,00

Have your
instructional
skills/competencies
improved?

2 .40

3 .60

0 .00

4 .80

1 ,20

0 .00

Has your
knowledge about
supervision
increased?

4 ,80

0 .00

1 .20

4 .80

1 .20

0 .00

Would you
recommend
Module C-13?

4 .80 1 .00 0 .00

3 .60

0 .00

2 .40
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and 80 per cent of the field-independent teachers responded
affirmatively.

Sixty per cent of the field-dependent and

20 per cent of the field-independent subjects were undecided.
None of the field-dependent or field-independent teachers
responded negatively.
A high percentage (80 per cent) of both the fielddependent and field-independent teachers felt their knowledge
about supervision had increased after utilizing the modules.
Twenty per cent of the field-dependent teachers felt that
their knowledge had not increased and 20 per cent of the
field-independent teachers were undecided.
Eighty per cent of the field-dependent cooperating
teachers and 60 per cent of the field-independent teachers
would recommend Module C-13 to other cooperating teachers.
Twenty per cent of the field-dependent teachers were undecided
and 40 per cent of the field-independent teachers said they
would not recommend the module to other cooperating teachers.
The fourth part of the instrument requested the
cooperating teachers to indicate their interest in further
assistance with special materials by checking the following
responses:

(1) participating in a one-day workshop, (2)

having written materials sent to their home or school,
(3) receiving additional modules, and (4) other suggestions.

Four field-dependent and two field-independent teachers
indicated a desire to participate in a one-day workshop; two
of the field-dependent and three of the field-independent subjects wanted written materials sent to their home or school;
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and one field-dependent and two field-independent teachers
wanted to receive additional modules.
in the 'other' category.

There were no comments

All of the subjects did not respond

and some subjects indicated more than one preference.
The final part of the Satisfaction instrument requested
suggestions and/or comments from the subjects about using
the special materials with cooperating teachers.
The comments by the field-dependent teachers focused
on the fact that the modules contained good background
information and were an excellent means of review.
Three of the field-independent teachers did not comment,
and the other two indicated a lack of time prevented them
from properly completing the modules.
Table 23 depicts the progress of both the field-dependent
and field-independent subjects as related to the learning
experiences in Module C-13.

Module C-13, "Employ Reinforce-

ment Techniques," is structured so the first learning
experience involves gaining knowledge of the instructional
skill; the second requires the critique of a presentation;
the third involves a presentation including reinforcement
techniques to encourage or discourage specific behaviors;
the fourth involves a presentation using reinforcement
techniques to strengthen learning of content; and the fifth
learning experience requires utilizing reinforcement techniques in the actual classroom.
The data indicated 60 per cent of the field-dependent
teachers worked through the first learning experience, 40
per cent worked through the second, 20 per cent worked through

Table 23
Progress of Field-Dependent and Field-Independent Cooperating
Teachers on Learning Experiences in Module C-13

1
N %

Field-dependent
N=5
learning experiences
2
3
4
5
N % N % N % N %

1
N %

Field-independent
N=5
learnIng experiences
345
2
N%
N%
N%
N%

A

3 .,60

2 .40

1 .20

o .00 2 .40

4 ,80

1 .20

B

o

.00

1 .20

3 .60

2 .40

1 .20

C

2 .40

2 .40

1 .20

3 .60

2 .40

o .00 1 .20 1 .20 1 .20 1 .20
1 .20 3 .60 2 .40 2 .40 o .00

Progress*

2 .40

2 .40

4 ,80

* Progress is determined through three options: (A) worked through the learning
experience, (B) skipped the learning experience, or (c) tested out of the
learning experience.

I-'
I-'

0\
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the third. none of the subjects worked through the fourth,
and 40 per cent chose to work through the fifth and last
learning experience.
None of the field-dependent teachers skipped the first
learning experience, 20 per cent skipped the second, 60 per
cent skipped the third. 40 per cent skipped the fourth, and
20 per cent skipped the fifth learning experience.
Forty per cent of the field-dependent subjects decided
to test out of the first. second. and fifth learning experiences while 20 per cent tested out of the third and 60 per
cent tested out of the fourth learning experience.
The data from the field-independent teachers indicated.
in terms of working through the learning experiences. 80 per
cent decided to work through the first learning experience,
20 per cent worked through the second. 40 per cent worked
through the third and fourth. and 80 per cent worked through
the fifth learning experience.
None of the field-independent teachers skipped the first
learning experience whereas 20 per cent of them skipped the
second, third. fourth. and fifth learning experiences.
Twenty per cent of the field-independent subjects tested
out of the first learning experience. 60 per cent tested out
of the second. 40 per cent tested out of the third and fourth,
and none of the teachers tested out of the fifth and final
learning experience.
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summary
The analysis of the data dealing with the three
research questions was presented in this Chapter.
of the data follows in Chapter 5.

A summary

CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
The current interest in and the strong support for
competency-based teacher education programs among teacher
educators suggests it may be a relevant movement which has
potential to affect major changes in the field of teacher
education.

One of the many desirable characteristics of

competency-based teacher education programs is the utilization of instructional modules which contribute to the
individualization and personalization of instruction.

The

possibility of using instructional modules with inservice
teachers as an alternative to traditional methods of inservice
education may have potential for delivery of education programs.

However, research indicates some learners, because of

their cognitive style, require a more traditional approach to
education and may have difficulty with the self-pacing and
greater freedom and responsibilities of instructional modules.
summary of the Study
The intent of this study was to investigate one aspect
of cognitive style, field-dependence-independence, in terms
of acceptance of competency-based teacher education modules
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used in different learning environments.

Specifically, this

study compared the acceptance of three competency-based
teacher education modules by field-dependent-independent
Nebraska home economics cooperating teachers in a group
setting and in an independent learning environment.

The

following three major questions were posed:
1.

Is there a difference in the satisfaction level of

field-dependent and field-independent home economics
cooperating teachers in specified competency-based teacher
education modules?
2.

Is there a difference in the achievement level of

field-dependent and field-independent home economics
cooperating teachers in terms of satisfactory completion of
the learning activities included in specified competencybased teacher education modules?

3.

Will field-dependent home economics cooperating

teachers react more favorably than field-independent home
economics cooperating teachers in terms of satisfaction and
achievement levels towards competency-based teacher education
modules utilized in an independent setting rather than a
group setting?
Procedures
The procedures involved, first, a review of the
literature which provided considerable information concerning
field-dependence-independence and limited information regarding the use of instructional modules as a part of pre-service
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and inservice teacher education programs.
Initial plans for this study focused on designing an
experimental framework for determining whether or not individualized materials would be accepted by inservice home
economics teachers and whether or not the teachers would
actually work on the materials in various kinds of settings.
Nebraska home economics cooperating teachers were
selected as subjects for this study because of the welldocumented need and desire on the part of cooperating teachers
for special training.

Modules, because of their availability

and strong research base, were selected from the set of
Competency-Based Vocational Teacher Education Modules produced by the Center For Vocational Education at the Ohio
state University at Columbus.
In order to determine whether or not there was a

relationship between acceptance of the instructional modules
and an individual's cognitive style, the field-dependenceindependence dimension of cognitive styles was chosen as the
variable of interest f,or this study because of its strong
research base and wide application to educational concerns.
The total sample of fifty-eight Nebraska home economics
cooperating teachers received the same instructional treatmentand evaluation instruments during a three-hour workshop
which was held on August 16, 1977, in Lincoln, Nebraska.
First, the home economics cooperating teachers were
administered the Group Embedded Figures Test devised by
Witkin, Oltman, Raskin, and Karp (1971) to measure the level
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of their field-dependence-independence.

Next, all the

teachers were administered the instructional treatment which
consisted of three competency-based teacher education modules.
Module 1-7. "Plan the Student Teaching Experience" and
Module 1-8, "SUpervise Student Teachers," which both related
to supervisory competencies, were utilized in a group setting
during the workshop.

At the conclusion of the workshop, each

of the home economics cooperating teachers was given Module
C-13, "Employ Reinforcement Techniques" to work on in an
independent setting at home or school.

This module, which

dealt with an instructional skill, was to be completed
independently by October 1, 1977.
To measure the home economics teachers' level of
acceptancy and achievement relative to the three modules, a
satisfaction instrument and a Personal Progress Record were
given to the teachers for completion at the end of the workshop and after finishing Module C-13 in the independent
setting.
After the workshop, twenty-four of the total fifty-eight
teachers were selected as subjects for continuation in this
study on the basis of the Group Embedded Figures Test scores
and completion of the satisfaction Scale and Personal
Progress Record that accompanied the modules.

Of the

twenty-four subjects, twelve were identified as fielddependent and twelve as

field~independent.

~

Iii

"

123

Analysis of Data
The first research question dealing with differences
in satisfaction level was analyzed by totaling scores across
the criterion responses within the following five variables
that were part of the first two sections of the satisfaction
instrument:

"Help received from Module 1-7," "Help received

from Module 1-8," "Efficiency," "Effectiveness," and
"satisfaction."

Mean scores and standard deviations were

then calculated to compare field-dependence-independence on
the five variables.

Since these mean scores were correlated,

the one-way multivariate analysis test was used to determine
significance at the 0.05 level.
The other two research questions were analyzed in terms
of numbers and percentages because the data obtained were
nominal in nature.
Findings
The major findings in this study were:
1.

The twelve cooperating teachers indicated as field-

independent scored between 16-18, while the scores of the
twelve field-dependent subjects ranged from 3-7.

None of the

home economics cooperating teachers scored from 0-2.

Thus,

the subjects' scores on the Group Embedded Figures Test did not
represent extreme ends of the field-dependence-independence
continuum.
2.

Of the twelve field-dependent teachers and twelve

field-independent teachers, one of the field-dependent
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teachers was enrolled in a Masters degree program and five
had received a Masters degree,

Four of the field-independent

teachers were enrolled in a Masters degree program and two
had received their Masters degree.
The ages of the field-dependent subjects ranged from 28
to 53 with a mean age of

4O.1~

while the ages of the field-

independent subjects ranged from 24 to 47 with a mean age of
31.8.

In addition, the mean number of years teaching

experience for the field-dependent teachers (12.8) was twice
as high as that of the mean of the field-independent teachers

(6.8)

and the mean years of experience as a cooperating

teacher for the field-dependent subjects was 7 as opposed to
2.8 for the field-independent SUbjects.
Three of the field-dependent and two of the fieldindependent teachers were currently employed in an urban
educational setting (Lincoln or Omaha) while nine of the
field-dependent and ten of the field-independent teachers
were teaching in a rural school district.
Four of the field-dependent and three of the fieldindependent teachers were affiliated with at least two professional organizations while 6 field-dependent and 8 fieldindependent teachers belonged to at least four professional
organizations.

Two of the field-dependent cooperating

teachers were members of over four organizations and one of
the field-independent teachers held no memberships in professional organizations.
When asked about experience with using independent
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study/individualized instruction in any form as an undergraduate or graduate student, 8 field-dependent and 9
field-independent teachers responded affirmatively.

Four of

the field-dependent and 3 of the field-independent subjects
had no prior experience with independent study/individualized
instruction.
Nine teachers in total (5 field-dependent and

4 field-

independent) had prior experience with the CBVTE modules from
Seven field-dependent and 8 field-independent teachers

Ohio.

had not been exposed to the modules before the workshop.

3.

When the first two sections of the satisfaction

Scale were examined in combination, there was some evidence
of variation in the mean scores of the field-dependent and
field-independent subjects on the five variables.

However,

the one-way multivariate analysis of variance F ratio
Indicated no significant difference at the 0.05 level.

4·.

'fhe analy sis of the subjects' feelj,nc>;s of satisfae-

tion and dissatisfaetion with Modules 1-7 and 1-8 was based
on data from scores obtained from the first two sections of
the satisfaction instrument which contained the following five
sub-scales or variables:

"Help received from Module 1-7,"

"Help received from Module 1-8," "Effectiveness," "Efficiency,"
and "satisfaction."

Reactions were to be rated at any of the

five points on the scale, 5 being high and 1 being low.
l~hen

the total scores were added across the criterion

responses within each of the five sub-scales, the mean score
was higher for the field-dependent than the field-independent
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subjects on each of the five variables.

The difference was

not significant.
The variable receiving the highest mean scores (39.9 16
and 35.500) by both field-dependent and field-independent subjects was "Help received from Module 1_8," while "satisfaction" received the lowest mean scores (27.333 and 24.333) by
both field-dependent and field-independent subjects.
A breakdown of the criterion responses by fielddependent and field-independent subjects on the first two
sub-scales, "Help received from Module 1-7," and "Help
received from Module 1_8," indicated the criterion response
that most frequently received the highest rating was "timely
topic."

The criterion response Lost frequently receiving the

lowest rating was "timulating."

5.

When examining just the second section of the

satisfaction instrument, which was concerned with the
evaluation of the "efficiency," "effectiveness," and
"satisfaction" of the various items in the modules, the
average mean score of the field-dependent teachers for the
stated items was 3.6; the field-independent subjects'
average mean score was 3.2.

6.

When comparing all sixteen items rated by both

field-dependent and field-independent cooperating teachers
in terms of efficiency, effectiveness, and satisfaction, in
every single instance "satisfaction" had the lowest mean
score.

In twelve of the sixteen total items, "efficiency"
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received the highest mean score.

7.

The purpose of the third part of the Satisfaction

instrument was to determine further feelings of the cooperating teachers about Modules 1-7 and 1-8.

While 50 per cent

of the field-dependent and 33 per cent of the fieldindependent teachers felt their supervision skills/competencies
had improved as a result of using the modules, 67 per cent of
both field-dependent and field-independent teachers felt
their knowledge about supervision had increased as a result
of using the modules.

In addition, all of the field-dependent

and 67 per cent of the field-independent teachers stated they
would recommend Module 1-7 and 92 per cent of the fielddependent and 67 per cent of the field-independent teachers
answered that they would recommend ModUle 1-8.

8.

The final part of the satisfaction instrument re-

quested suggestions and/or comments from the subjects about
using Modules 1-7 and 1-8.

Based on observations of the

subjects in this study, reactions of the cooperating teachers
ranged from negative ("Group instruction would have been more
efficient and satisfying than using the modules."

"Modules

were tedious and dUll.") to positive ("Good review and up-date."
"Good opportunity for sharing ideas and working together.")
When considering just the field-dependent teachers, twelve
of the comments reflected positive responses, while an additional twelve comments were perceived as being negative.
The field-independent teachers, who made more total
comments than the field-dependent teachers, responded with
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positive comments nine times in contrast to nineteen
comments that were interpreted as being negative.

9.

Data obtained from the Personal Progress Records was

used to determine the cooperating teachers' level of achievement.

For each of the learning experiences in the modules,

the cooperating teachers were to indicate whether they (a)
worked through the learning experience, (b) skipped the learning experience, or (c) tested out of the learning experience.
The final learning experience was omitted in Modules 1-7 and
1-3 because they had to be completed in the actual classroom.
The four learning experiences in Module 1-7 focused on
(1) gaining information, (2) comprehending information,
(3) applying information, and (4) planning an activity.

vJhen

comparing the progress of the field-dependent teachers with
the field-independent teachers on these learning experiences,
the data indicated a small percentage of both field-dependent
and field-independent teachers chose to skip one or more of
the learning experiences.

The data shm'led the percentage of

field-dependent teachers who skipped one or more of the four
learning experiences to be 0 per cent, 11 per cent, 1 per
cent and 22 per cent consecutively, while the percentages of
field~independent

teachers were 0 per cent, 17 per cent, 0

per cent, and 25 per cent consecutively.

A larger percentage

of the field-dependent than field-independent teachers worked
through the learning experiences whereas more field-independent
than field-dependent subjects tested out of the learning experiences in Module 1-7.

That fact was evidenced by 58 per cent,
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44 per cent, 67 per cent and 56 per cent consecutively of the
field-dependent subjects and 33 per cent, 17 per cent, 75
per cent, and 50 per cent consecutively of the fieldindependent subjects working through the learning experiences.
Sixty-seven per cent, 67 per cent, 25 per cent, and 25 per
cent consecutively of the field-independent subjects and 42
per cent, 44 per cent, 33 per cent and 22 per cent consecutively of the field-dependent subjects tested out of the
learning experiences.
The three learning experiences in Module 1-8 focused
on (1) the demonstration of an instructional technique,
(2) the critique of a case situation, and (3) a critique of
a videotape of a teaching situation.

When comparing the

progress of the field-dependent teachers with the fieldindependent teachers on the three learning experiences in
Module 1-8, a larger percentage of the field-dependent than
field-independent subjects worked through the learning
experiences while a larger percentage of the field-independent
than the field-dependent subjects skipped the three learning
experiences.

The consecutive percentages of the field-

dependent subjects who worked through the learning experiences are 17 per cent, 75 per cent, and 67 per cent with the
percentages for the field-independent subjects being 17 per
cent, 58 per cent and 33 per cent.

Consecutive percentages

of those field-independent subjects who skipped the learning
experiences are 38 per cent, 33 per cent, and 58 per cent;

25 per cent, 17 per cent, and 25 per cent are the consecutive

130
percentages for the field-dependent subjects.

Very little

difference is found in percentaGes between the fielddependent and field-independent subjects in terms of testinG
out of the learning experiences.

According to the data, the

percentages were 58 per cent, 8 per cent, and 8 per cent
consecutively for the field-dependent teachers and 50 per
cent, 8 per cent and 8 per cent consecutively for the fieldindependent sUbjects.
10.

Ten (five field-dependent and five field-

independent) of the twenty-four subjects returned, by the
date specified, the ;)atisfaction scale and the Personal
Progress Record that accompanied Module C-13.
fourteen subjects did not.

The other

Thus, only ten of the twcmty-four

subjects completed the achievement measure on the independent
use of a module.
11.

While the data from the Satisfaction instruments

and the Personal Progress Records of the ten subjects who
completed Module C-13 were analyzed, the findings made no
contribution to the study because of the sample size.
Conclusions
On the basis of this study, the following conclusions
were drawn:
1.

The data analyzed were limited because of the small

number of subjects included in this study.
2.

The home economics cooperating teachers used as

subjects for this study tended to be a homogeneous group

131
with the Group Embedded Figures Test scores clustering
towards the field-independent end of the continuum.

It is

interesting to note that previous research of Witkin indicated that the Group Embedded Figures Test scores of women,
as a group, tend to cluster towards the opposite end of the
continuum, or the field-dependent.

3.

The

field~dependent

teachers, who tended to be

older than the field-independent teachers, had a higher
educational level, more years teaching experience, and more
years of experience as a cooperating teacher than did the
field-independent teachers.

4.

Very little difference existed between the field-

dependent and field-independent teachers in terms of
employment in a rural or urban setting, memberships in
professional organizations, previous experience with
individualized instruction, and previous experience with
Ohio CBVTE modules.

5.

Even though there was very little variation between

the field-dependent and field-independent subjects in the
acceptance of the competency-based teacher education modules,
the field-dependent subjects showed a stronger preference
than did the field-independent subjects for the modules as
an instructional treatment.

This is contrary to previous

research using individualized materials as an instructional
treatment with field-dependent-independent subjects.

6.

In this study, regardless of whether the subjects

were field-dependent or field-independent, both groups
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reported more satisfaction than dissatisfaction with the
help received from Modules 1-7 and 1-8.

7.

Both the field-dependent and field-independent

subjects felt that even though Module 1-7 and 1-8 dealt with
a timely topic, the modules were not stimulating.

8.

The average mean scores of the field-dependent and

the field-independent subjects on (1) the criterion responses
of the sub-scales, "Help received from Module 1-7" and "Help
received from Module 1-8" and (2) the item rating of Modules
1-7 and 1-8 on the basis of "efficiency," "effectiveness,"
and "satisfaction," did not exceed 4.0 on the five-point
scale.

The highly structured natu.re of the modules used might

have been a factor in their appeal to the field-dependent
subjects who prefer more structured learning environments
than do field-independent learners.

However, the independent

study required wqen utilizing the modules lacks the social
aspects which the field-dependent learners need and value.
Though these factors may have influenced the responses of
the Subjects, data are not available to substantiate them.

9.

The data indicated both the field-dependent and

the field-independent subjects felt the items in Modules 1-7
and 1-8 were more efficient, effective and satisfying than
inefficient, ineffective, and dissatisfying.
10.

Overall, the subjects in this study felt the items

in Modules 1-7 and 1-8 were more efficient than satisfying.
11.

The subjects felt Modules 1-7 and 1-8 had assisted
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them more in increasing their knowledge of supervision than
in improving their supervision skills/competencies.
12.

The majority of the field-dependent and field-

independent teachers indicated they would recommend both
Modules 1-7 and 1-8 to other cooperating teachers.
13.

While observations of the

s~bjects

in this study

were varied, the comments of the field-dependent cooperating
teachers reflected more positive reactions than those made
by the field-independent teachers.
14.

The data from this study indicated the field-

dependent home economics cooperating teachers tended to work
through the learning experiences in Module 1-7 while the
field-independent teachers tended to test out of the learning
experiences.
15.

A majority of both the field-dependent and field-

independent subjects chose to either work through or test out
of the learning experiences in Module 1-8 as opposed to
skipping them.
16.

The majority of the subjects did not complete

Module C-13, which was used in an independent learning
environment.

It would appear the subjects were not responsive

to the independent use of the module in a manner which
resulted in achievement.
17.

Since an equal number of field-dependent and

field-independent subjects completed Module C-13, the data
from this study indicated no evidence of a relationship
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between cognitive style and preference for an independent
learning environment.
Recommendations
On the basis of this study, the following recommendations
are made for further research:
1.

Determine the exact reasons for the rejection of

the competency-based teacher education modules in an independent setting by 'the Nebraska home economics cooperating
teachers included in this study.
2.

Duplicate the study in other geographic areas with

different teachers or other delivery systems of competencybased teacher education.

3.

Conduct studies to verify or negate the tendency

of the Group Embedded Figures Test scores of women to
cluster towards one end of the continuum.

4.

Focus research on determining whether or not there

is a correlation between cognitive style and success in
selected forms of evaluation of individual achievement.

5.

Examine the relationship of conceptual level to

acceptancy of competency-based teacher education modules.

6.

Determine motivational characteristics of cooperat-

ing teachers in terms of acceptance of competency-based
teacher education modules.

7.

Compare the use of competency-based teacher

education modules as a delivery system for cooperating
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teachers with other approaches for educating cooperating
teachers in terms of satisfaction and achievement as well as
cost effectiveness.

8.

Conduct a study or studies to determine relation-

ships of efficiency, effectiveness, and satisfaction levels
to cost effectiveness of delivery system.

9.

Compare teachers from several vocational fields of

study to'determine commonalities of inservice education
needs.

ie,

'I

1i

"'I'
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Nebraska Department of Education
Mailing Address: Box 94987

•

301 Centennial Mall South

Telephone (402) 471-2295

..

Lincoln, Nebraska 68509

April 29, 1977

Dear
Considering the important role cooperating teachers play in
the preparation of stUdent teachers, a project is being
funded by the state Department of Education, Home Economics
Section, Vocational Division, to explore better ways to help
cooperating teachers provide the most effective assistance
possible for student teachers. Cheryl Fedje is directing
this project. Since you have been identified by a teacher
education institution as a potential cooperating teacher
for the 1977-78 academic year, you are invited to participate
in a one-half day workshop which will be held in conjunction
with the August, 1977 Annual Conference for Nebraska Vocational Home Economics Teachers in Lincoln.

Anne CampbeU
CcmmissKmer

State
Board 01
Education
Frank E. Landis
President
521 Lincoln Building
Lnroln, N(!braska 68508

Domlhy Cr-eigh
Vice Presidenl
165{) Norln Elm Avenue
lstings. Nebraska 68901

~

James Monahan
Service Life Building

Omaha. Nebraska 68102

Walter M. Thompson
lakland, Nebraska 68045
Don H. Lienemann
II South Jackson Street

The workshop will give home economics cooperating teachers
an opportunity to work in a group setting with materials
designed specifically for cooperating teachers. In addition,
after the workshop, each of the participants will receive
another packet of materials which can be used independently
soon after the conference.
Studies have shown that cooperating teachers are the most
significant influence on the prospective teacher's education.
We recognize your value to the pre-service program and urge
you to take advantage of this opportunity to strengthen your
supervision competencies thus contributing to the improvement of quality education for consumer-homemaking teachers.
Please indicate on the form provided whether you will participate in this workshop to be held on Tuesday, August 16
at the Lincoln Hilton, 9th and P Street. This is the same
location as the rest of the conference. A noon luncheon at
the Hilton will be provided to all participating cooperating
teachers.
In order for advance -reservations to be made, we would
appreciate your response by May 20, 1977.

)'Pilhon. Nebraska 68046
t-'!''U·SiU·et

lockwood

1500 G",ntry Boulevard
-Gering. Nebraska 69341

Marilyn Fowler
190<1 Plum Creek Lane
~l1glon, Nebraska 68850

&:rnard F. Costello
3330 South 56th Street

Omaha, Nebraska 68106

~~~~~Y'XI.~~~~l/

~:r~OUff.
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Appendix B
Letter of Reminder to Home Economics
Cooperating Teachers
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REMINDER TO COOPERATING TEACHERS

The workshop for cooperating teachers will be
held on Tuesday, August 16, 1977 from 9:00 a.m. to
12:00 noon in the West Ballroom of the Lincoln Hilton.
Please complete and return the enclosed postcard
so that final plans can be made in terms of space and
materials.
Thanks so much for your cooperation.

~

d
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Appendix C
Group Embedded Figures Test (Sample Item)

GROUP
EMBEDDED
FIGURES TEST
By Philip K. Oltman, Evelyn Raskin, & Herman A. Witkin

Name--------~------------------------------Sex-------

Today's date--------~-------Birth date ------------------INSTRUCTIONS: This is a test of your ability to find a simple form when
it is hidden within a complex pattern.
Here is a simple form which we have labeled "X":
X

[>
This simple form, named "X", is hidden within the more complex figure
below:

Try to find the simple form in the complex figure and trace it in pencil
directly over the lines of the complex figure. It is the SAME SlZE, in the
SAME PROPORTIONS, and FACES IN THE SAME DIRECTION within the
complex figure as when it appeared alone.
When you finish, turn the page to check your solution.

il

I'

1-,

!'i

'I

II,II.

!II
'I

Ii
I

150

This is the correct solution, with the simple form traced over the lines
of the complex figure:

Note that the top right-hand triangle is the correct one; the top left-hand
triangle is similar, but faces in the opposite direction and is therefore not
correct.
Now try another practice problem, Find and trace the simple form named
"Y" in the complex figure below it;

Y

Look at the next page to Check your solution.

©Copyrlghl1971 by Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc. Printed in the United States
of America. All rights reserved. This booklet or parts thereof may nol be reproduced
in any form without permission 01 the publisher.
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Solution:

In the following pages, problems like the ones above will appear. On
each page you will see a complex figure, and under it will be a letter
corresponding to the simple form which is hidden in it. For each problem,
look at the BACK COVER of this booklet to see which simple form to
find. Then try to trace it in pencil over the lines of the complex· figure.
Note these points:
1. Look back at the simple forms as often as necessary.
2. ERASE ALL MISTAKES.
3. Do the problems in order. Don't skip a problem unless you are abso~
lutely "stuck" on it.
4. Trace ONLY ONE SIMPLE FORM IN EACH PROBLEM. You may see
more than one, but just trace one of them.
5. The simple form is always present in- the complex figure in the- SAME
SIZE, the SAME PROPORTIONS, and FACING IN THE SAME DIRECTION as it appears on the back cover of this booklet.

Do not turn the page until the signal is given

3

....

........................-....

~----
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Appendix D
Satisfaction Scale for Modules 1-7 and 1-8

......----..............................
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Name
Date

-------------------

COOPERATING TEACHER SATISFACTION SCALE:

HELP

RECEIVED FROM SPECIAL MATERIALS FOR COOPERATING TEACHERS*
I.

Instructions:
The purpose of this section of the scale is to
determine how SATISFIED you feel about the HELP you
received from the special materials for cooperating
teachers.

"Help" refers to the broad category of

assistance given, or not given, by the materials
including the suggested learning experiences, the
readings, the case studies, the videotapes, etc.
Rate each pair of words by circling the number which
best describes your feelings.

For example, if your

feelings are related to the word on the right,
circle

"5".
Negative

1

3 4

2

(5)

Positive

If your feelings are related to the word on the
left, circle

"1".

Negative

1

2

3 4 5

Positive

Degrees of feelings can be placed along the scale
as desired with a neutral feeling placed in the
central position. Mark every item. Do not puzzle
over individual items because your first impressions
are usually most desirable.
1
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1.

Help I received from Module 1-7, "Plan the
Student Teaching Experience" was-Negative
Meaningless
Insufficient
Irrelevant
HaZ;t
Inal2l2rol2riate
General
Unnecessar;t
Dull
UntIiiieI;t tOl2ic

2.

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3

:3
:3
:3
:3
:3
j
j
j

2

1j:
1j:
1j:
1j:
1j:
1j:
1j:
1j:
1j:
lj:

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

PositIve
Meanine;ful
Suffic~ent

5

Relevant
Clear
Al2l2 ro ¥riate
Sl2eci ic
Necessary

I)

TimeI;t tOI2 c

5

StImulatIn~

Help I received from Module 1-8, " Supervise
Student Teachers" was-Negative
Meani¥fless
InsuI'-c:l.ent
Irrelevant
HaZ;t
Inal2l2rol2riate
General
Unnecessar;t

Dull

1
I
I
I

1

I
I
1
I

UntImel;t tOl2ic 1

j
j
j
j
j
j
j
j
j
j

2
2
2

2
2
2
2
2

2
2

2

1j:
lj:
lj:
lj:
Zj:
lj:
Zj:
lj:
lj:
lj:

5

;;;

I)
I)
I)
I)

5

I)

5

I)

PositIve

Meani~fuI

sufI'icent
ReI evant
Clear
Al2l2roj2rIate
Sl2ecific
Necessary
stimulatIn€;
TimeI;t tOl2ic
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II.

The purpose of this section of the scale is to
determine the extent to which you felt the special
materials for cooperating teachers exemplified an
efficient, effective and/or satisfying METHOD of
learning.
a.

Efficient- means the method was convenient,
practical, and manageable especially in
regard to the time and energy required.

b.

Effective- means the method was influential,
and a contributing factor in achieving
results in learning to supervise a student
teacher.

c.

Satisfying- means you were comfortable with
the method and found it adequate, gratifying,
and pleasing.

Each of the following statements is to be rated by
circling the number which best indicates your feeling.
Mark every item.

-- -- -- -- - - - -- - - -- - - -- - - - -- - - - - Organization of materials:
IneI'I'icient
IneI'I'ecHve
Not Satisfyi.ng

J:
1

J:

2
2
2

5
5
5

Zj:
Zj:
Zj:

5 EfficIent

5 Satisfying

2
2
2

5
3
5

Zj:
Zj:
Zj:

5 Effective
5 Satisfying

5 Effective

Learning Experiences:
Inefficient
Ineffective
Not Satisfying

J:
1

J:

3

5 EfficIent
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Length of Materials:
Inefficient
Inei'i'ective
Not satisi'ying

1: 2
1 2
1 2

j
j
j

1+ 5 Efficient
1+ 5 Effective
1+ 5 satisi'ying

3

1+
1+
1+

Personal Effort Required:
Inei'i'icient
IneI'I'ec'Hve
Not satIsi'ying

1

2

I
I

2

j

1:
1:
1:

2
2
2

j

2 :3

5

5
5

Efi'icient
EI'I'ectIve
satisfying

Readings:
Inefficient
IneI'fective
Not: saHsI'yirig

1+
1+

;:; Efficient:

:3
5 EI'fective
:3 1+ 5 SaHsfying

Opportunities to Interact With Others:
Inefficient:
Ineffective
Not saHsfying

2
2
2

j
j
j

1+

1+
1+

5 EfI'icient:
;:; EI'fecHve
5 satisfying

1 2
1 2
:r: 2

j
j
j

1+
1+
1+

5 Efficient
5 Effective
;:; satIsfying

1 2
1 2
1 2

j
j
j

1+

I
I
I

j
j
j

1+

I
1:
1

Videotapes:
Inefficient:
Inei'I'ective
Not satisI'ying
Feedback Devices:
Inefficient
Ineffective
Not satisfying

1+

1+

5 Efficient

5 Effective
5

Satisfying

Variety of Resources:
Inefficient
meffective
Not satisfyin~

2

2
2

4

1+
1+

5 Efficient
5 Effective
5 satisfying
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III.

Select one of the following answers for each
statement below:

"Yes," "Undecided," or "No. 11

Place a checkmark (0/) in the column under the word
or phrase which best describes your feelings about
each question.
YES

UNDECIDED

NO

Have your supervision skills/competencies improved as a result of using
the special materials for cooperating teachers?
Has your knowledge about supervision
increased as a result of using the
special materials for cooperating
teachers?
Would you recommend Module 1-7,
"Plan the Student Teaching
Experience" to another cooperating
teacher?
Would you recommend Module 1-8.
" supervi s e Student Teacher s " to
another cooperating teacher?

*

Adapted from Teacher Satisfaction Scales - Charles
Wood. "Teacher Satisfaction Scale: (Akron, Ohio:
University of Akron). cited by Lila Catherine
Murphy, "The Feasibility of Audiotap,e - Telephone
Supervision .of Utah Scheol Teachers r (unpublished
Docteral disse~tation, The Ohie State University,
1969), pp. 46-47.
Lila Catherine Murphy, "The Feasibility AudiotapeTelephone Supervisien of High School Teachers,"
(unpublished Docteral dissertation, The Ohio state
University, 1969). pp. 154-160.
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IV.

Suggestions and/or comments about using the special
materials with cooperating teachers.
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Appendix E
Personal Progress Record for
Modules 1-7 and 1-8

PERSONAL PROGRESS RECORD
Competency-Based Teacher Education Program
NAME_____________________________________
Each learner is to complete the chart below usirig the following symbols:
A.Worked through the learning experience
B.

Skipped the learning experience

C.

Tested out of the learning experience
Learn~ng

Experience
No. 1

Learning
Experience
No.2

Learning
Experience
No. 3

Learning
Experience
No. 4

Module 1-7 Plan the
Student Teaching
Experience
Module 1-8 Supervise
Student Teachers
~-

Learning
Experience
No. 5
OMIT

OMIT

... -------.---

f-'

8'
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Appendix F
Personal Background Information on Subjects

...----------...........................
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PERSONAL BACKGROUND
1.

Name

2.

Age

3.

Marital Status:
If married:

4.

a.
b.

INFO~mTION

________ married

single

Occupation of spouse ___________________
Ages of children, if any ______________

Educational background
Name of
institution

(include high school)
Location

Degree
granted

Date of
graduation

a.

When did you last enroll in a graduate level course?

b.

Are you currently studying for an advanced degree?
_______ yes
no

5.

Have you used independent study/individualized instruction
in any form as:
an undergraduate student?
yes
no
yes
no
a graduate student?

6.

Have you used any of the Ohio Competency-Based Vocational
Teacher Education Modules before today?
_____ yes

7.

Have you heard of the Ohio Competency-Based Vocational
Teacher Education Modules before today?
yes

8.

no

____ no

How many years of experience have you had as a cooperating
teacher?

-------

9.

How many student teachers have you supervised?
Number
______
______
______

10.

of student teachers from:
Chadron state College
UNL
---UNO
Kearney state College
______ Union College
Wayne state College

Indicate the professional organizations to which you
belong
___ American Vocational Association (AVA)
American Home Economics Association (AREA)
Nebraska Home Economics Association (NREA)
Nebraska Vocational Association (NVA)
--- Nebraska Vocational Home Economics Teachers
Nebraska Vocational Home Economics Teachers
--- Association (NVHETA)
___ Home Economics Education Association (HEEA)
_
other(s)

===

11.

Work Experience (include all part- and full-time
positions)
Position

Location

Length of
employment

Dates

Appendix G
Satisfaction Scale for Module C-13
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Please Return by October 1, 1977 to:
Center For Vocational-Technical Education
105 Bancroft Hall

University of Nebraska
Lincoln, NE 68588

~

-----------------

Date _____________________

COOPERATING TEACHER SATISFACTION SCALE:

HELP RECEIVED

FROM SPECIAL MATERIALS FOR COOPERATING TEAClIERS*
I.

-

Instructions:
The purpose of this section of the scale is to
determine how SATISFIED you feel about the HELP you
received from the special materials for cooperating
teachers.

"Help" refers to the broad category of

assistance given, or not given, by the materials
including the suggested learning experiences, the
readings, the case studies, the videotapes, etc.
Rate each pair of words by circling the number which
best describes your feelings.

For example, if your

feelings are related to the word on the right,
circle

"5".
1 2 3 4

Negative

{5}

Positiv~

Ii

I

ii,

1
'iii

,I

.....------......................

'I

~~
II
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If your feelings are related to the word on the
left, circle "1".
Negative

(1)

3

2

4

positive

5

Degrees of feelings can be placed along the scale
as desired with a neutral feeling placed in the
central position. Mark every item. Do not puzzle
over individual items because your first impressions
are usually most desirable.
1.

Help I received from Module C-13, "Employing
Reinforcement Techniques" was-Ne ative
ean n ess
Insu icient
Irrelevant
Hazy
Inappropriate
General
. Unnecessary
DUll
Untimely topic

2.

1

2

3 4 5

1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3

1

2

1

3
3
3

3
3
3
3

Positive
ean n
SU ~c en
Relevant
Clear
Appropriate
Specific
Necessary

stimulatin~
top~c

Timely

Help I received from all three modules (1-7 and
1-8 from the workshop and C-13) could be
summarized as-Negative
Meaninfless
Insuffcient
Irrelevant
Hazy
Inappropriate
General
Unnecessary

DUll

untimely topic

3
3
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3

1
1

-

1
1
1

2
2

2

2
2

2

4
4

Positive
Meaninliiful

4 5
4 5

Relevant
Clear
Appropriate
Specific
Necessar;y

5
5
4 5
4 5
4

3 4
3 4
3 4

5
5
5
5

Suffic~ent

StimUlat~ng

Timely topic

II.

The purpose of this section of the scale is to
determine the extent to which you felt the special
materials for cooperating teachers exemplified an
efficient, effective and/or satisfying METHOD of
learning.
a.

Efficient- means the method was convenient
practical, and manageable especially in
regard to the time and energy required.

b.

Effective- means the method was influential,
and a contributing factor in achieving
results in learning to supervise a student
teacher.

c.

SatisfYing- means you were comfortable with
the method and found it adequate, gratifying,
and pleasing.

Each of the following statements is to be rated by
circling the number which best indicates your
feeling.

Mark every item.

Organization of materials:
Inefficient
IneI'fective
Not satisfYing

1
1

I

•
2
2
2

5
3
5

1j:
1j:
1j:

5
5
5

Ef'ficIent
Effective
SatisI'ying

~

5
5
5

Zj:
Zj:
1j:

5
5

'Ef'I'icIent
Effective

Learning Experiences:
meI'I'IcIent
IneI'I'ective
Not satisI'ling

I
I
I

2
2

3

5

SatisI'li~
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Length of Materials:
Inefficient
InefI'ective
No'E satisfying

I
I
I

2
2

2

:3
3
3

4
4

Ij:

;;;
;;;

5

EI'ficien'E
EffectIve
Satisfying

Efficient
Effective
Satisfying

Personal Effort Required:
InefI'icien'E
Ineffective
Not satIsfying

1
1

2
2

I

2

I

2
2
2

:3
:3
3

Ij:
Ij:

4

5
5
5

3

,+

I)

lI-

5
;;;

:EfI'IcIen'E
EffecHve
satIsfyIng

Ij:
1j:
1j:

;;;
;;;
5

EfI'ic1ent
EI'fective
satisfying

1j:
1j:
1j:

5

EffIcIen'E
EfI'ectIve
satIsfyIng

Zj:
1j:
Ij:

I)
I)

EI'I'IcIen'E
EI'I'ecHve
satisfyIng

1+

5

EHlcleni':
EI'I'ec'Eive
satisI'yIng

Readings:
IneI'I'IcIen'E
InefI'ectI ve
No'E satisI'yIng

1:
1:

:-3

j

Ij:

Opportunities to Interact With Others:
InefficIent
meI'fective
Not satisfying

2

I
I
1:

2

j
j

2

:-3

I

2

3

Videotapes:
Inefficien'E
IneI'I'ective
NO'E SaHsfyIng

1:
I

2
2

3

I
I
I

:2

3

j

;;;

5

Feedback Devices:
IneI'ficien'E
IneI'I'ective
Not sat1sI'ying

2
2

3

:-3

;;;

Variety of Resources:
mel I lclen't.
IneI'I'ecHve
Not satisfying

2

I

2

I
I

2

4

3

3
:-3

1j:
Ij:

I)

5

III.

Select one of the following answers for each
statement below:

"Yes, 11 "Undecided, II "No. 11

Place a checkmark

(~)

in the column under the word

or phrase which best describes your feelings about
each question.
YES

UNDECIDED

NO

.

Have your supervision skills/competencies improved as a result of using
the special materials for cooperating
teachers?
Have your instructional skills/comI2etencies improved as a result of
using the special materials for
cooperating teachers?
Has your knowledge about supervision
increased as a resUlt of using the
special materials for cooperating
teachers?
Would you recommend Module C-13,
"Employing Reinforcement Techniques"
to another cooperating teacher?

*

Adapted from Teacher satisfaction Scales - Charles
Wood, "Teacher satisfaction Scale" (Akron, Ohio:
University of Akron), cited by Lila Catherine
Murphy, "The Feasibility to Audio - Telephone
SUpervision of Utah School Teachers 11 (unpublished
Doctoral dissertation, The Ohio State University,
1969), pp. 46-47.
Lila Catherine Murphy, "The Feasibility of Audiotape
- Telephone Supervision of High School Teachers"
(unpublished Doctoral dissertation, The Ohio State
University, 1969), pp. 154-160.
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IV.

Indicate your interest in further assistance with
special materials for cooperating teachers by
checking the appropriate response:
_____ participating in one day workshop
______ having written materials sent to you at your
home or school
_____ receiving additional modules
____ other:

V.

Suggestions or comments about using the special
materials with cooperating teachers.

6

171

Appendix H
Personal Progress Record for
Module C-13

Y/~

PERSONAL PROGRESS RECORD
Competency-Based Teacher Education Program
NA~

____________________________

Each learner is to complete the chart below using the following symbols:
A.

Worked through the learning experience

B.

Skipped the learning experience

C.

Tested out of the learning experience
Learn:!.ng
Experience
No. 1

Learn:!.ng
Experience
No. 2

LearnJ.ng
Experience
No.3

Learn:!.ng
Experience
No. 4

Learn:!.ng
Experience
No. 5

Module C-13 Employ
Reinforcement
Techniques
-- - - - '-----

- -- - -

- -----

-

,

.

-

--

-----

..

-

-

----

-------

---------.-~

Please return by October I, 1977:
Center For Vocational-Technical Education
105 Bancroft Hall
University of Nebraska
Lincoln. NE 68588
f-'

-.l

f\)
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Appendix I
Memorandum Accompanying Module C-13
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HOME ECONOMICS COOPERATING TEACHERS
Please work on Module C-13, "Employ Reinforcement
Techniques" independently in your home and/or school.

It

should be completed by October 1, 1977.
When the module is completed, use the attached,
stamped envelope to return:
1.

Personal Progress Report

2.

satisfaction Scale

(blue sheet)

(pink sheet)

You need not return the module itself.

Thank you for your assistance and cooperation.

Please return by October 1, 1977 to:
Center For Vocational Technical Education
105 Bancroft Hall
University of Nebraska
Lincoln, NE 68588

7

_
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Appendix J
Letter of Reminder About Module C-13
to Subjects
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September 19. 1977

To:

Home Economics Cooperating Teachers

From:
Re:

Cheryl Fedje
Module C-13. "Employ Reinforcement Techniques"
Thank you for your cooperation and participation in

working with the instructional materials during August
conference.

Your reactions to the modules were most helpful;

it is only through your professional assistance that the
potential for utilizing competency-based teacher education
modules for inservice education can be evaluated.
Even though I know the fall season is an especially
busy time of the year, I would like to remind you about the
module which you received as you left the workshop.

I hope

you have had an opportunity to work with Module C-13, "Employ
Reinforcement Techniques".

It deals with an instructional

skill that I know you find valuable not only in assisting
student teachers but also for your own use in the classroom.
If at all possible, I would appreciate you completing the
module by October 1, 1977.

You need not return the module

itself but please send me the:
1.

Personal Progress Report (blue sheet)

2.

satisfaction Scale (pink sheet)

A stamped, self-addressed envelope for returning the form
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was included in the packet you received.at the conclusion or
the workshop.
I hope you are having a good year and will gain a
great deal or satisraction rrom working with your student
teacher.

I appreciated the opportunity to get to know

more or you during the August conference.

If I can be of

assistance to you or if you have questions. please feel
free to contact me at:
Department of Education and Family Resources
College of Home Economics
University of Nebraska-Lincoln
Lincoln, NE 68503

402-472-2915
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Appendix K
Summary of Comments/Suggestions from
Fie1d-dependent-independent Cooperating Teachers
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summary of COllllllents/suggestions
by

Number of
cOllllllents

Field-dependent Cooperating Teachers

Positive cOllllllents

4

Useful and informative materials

4

Will refer to each learning experience more
fully when working with student teachers

2

Best part of modules was opportunity for
interaction with other participants

2

Good review and up-date

Number of
cOllllllents

Negative cOllllllents

3

Modules were much more helpful for new
cooperating teachers than more experienced
ones. (Note: The majority of the fielddependent teachers in this study are
experienced.)

2

Lots of material to assimilate in a short time

2

Need more specific directions for working
through the modules

2

Group instruction would have been more
efficient and satisfying than using the
modules

1

Materials were redundant after taking a supervision class

1

Wanted more interaction with university
personnel

1

Needed more time for discussions with our
group

l~

Summary of Comments/suggestions
by Field-independent Cooperating Teachers
Number of
comments

Positive comments

4

Good opportunity for sharing ideas and working
together

3

Good resource materials for cooperating teachers

2

Gave me a better understanding of evaluative
procedures

Number of
comments

Negative comments

4

Needed more interaction between resource
persons and total group

2

Activities could be helpful in guiding student
teachers but not meaningful in the workshop
setting

2

Modules have too much theory and required too
much reading

2

Modules were tedious and dull

2

Would prefer using the modules independently
rather than in small groups

2

Needed better introduction to modules

1

Many of the materials were redundant after

1

Did not care for format of modules

1

Modules are too general; need more specific
examples

1

Not a satisfying way to learn

1

Not a good teaching device

having had a supervision course

